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Secondary Ferry Departure Point

FORT SUMTER NATIONAL MONUMENT
CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA

Summary

Fort Sumter is located on a man- made island of 2.5 acres at the northeastern terminus of a
marshy shoal that extends east from James Island to the inlet of Charleston Harbor, South
Carolina. Today the boundary of Fort Sumter National Monument including Fort Moultrie
(fee and easement) encompasses slightly more than 200 acres. Park boundaries include 122.5
acres of submerged land surrounding the island. The current ferry boat facility, Liberty
Square, is located on an 8.88 - acre site along the west bank of the Cooper River at the foot of
Calhoun Street in Charleston. Fort Moultrie, located on Sullivan's Island, comprises 60
acres.

This General Management Plan Amendment and Environmental Assessment examines
alternative actions intended to improve ferry service to Fort Sumter by providing two ferry
departure points, thereby providing visitors the choice in where they depart for Fort Sumter.
The purpose of the amendment is to select and recommend implementation of a preferred
alternative action that best improves ferry services for visitors while continuing to preserve
and protect the park’s natural and cultural resources for the enjoyment of future
generations. The general management plan amendment addresses potential facilities serving
Fort Sumter from a primary departure point at Liberty Square and a secondary ferry
departure site to be located in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area.

A general management plan was published in 1998 to establish and guide the overall
management, development and use of Fort Sumter National Monument in ways that best
suit visitors while preserving the park’s cultural and natural resources. Although much of the
1998 plan remains valid, there are new perspectives on ferry services to Fort Sumter, and an
amendment is needed. Although two departure points have been used since 1986, the 1998
general management plan recommended that water based visitor transportation to Fort
Sumter leave from one primary departure point at the Fort Sumter visitor education
center/dock on the west bank of the Cooper River, now called Liberty Square. Since then,
the Charleston area has undergone many changes, including rapid growth and increased
visitation to the park and other surrounding attractions. After a recent review of
governmental stakeholder perspectives, the National Park Service recognized the need to
re- open the public discussion regarding the number and location of departure points.
Therefore, a general management plan amendment and environmental assessment is needed
to present and analyze alternatives. The environmental assessment is intended to analyze the
general location of a secondary departure point from the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River
area. Future site- specific environmental assessments will be tiered to this general
management plan amendment and environmental assessment when a specific location for a
secondary ferry departure point is identified.

Following a series of meetings with Fort Sumter National Monument staff, concessionaires,
local officials, various interest groups, and the general public, the National Park Service
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identified the following specific issues to be addressed in the general management plan
amendment and environmental assessment:

Hydrology and Water Quality

Floodplains and wetlands

Soils

Vegetation, Wildlife and Aquatic Resources

Endangered, Threatened, or Protected Species and Critical Habitats
Cultural Resources

Section 106 Summary

Visitor use and Experience

Social and Economic Considerations

Park Operations

Transportation

The National Park Service considered and rejected several alternatives prior to selecting the
preferred alternative and the no action alternative for further consideration.

Alternative A, the no action alternative, describes the action of continuing the present
management operation and condition. Continue current management/no action is the
baseline condition against which proposed activities are compared. It is defined as taking no
action to change or alter current management. This alternative would be to implement the
1998 General Management Plan as written and approved. The park's 1998 General
Management Plan directed that visitors board the Fort Sumter ferry at one location, Liberty
Square. Ferry boats would no longer depart for Fort Sumter from Patriots Point.

Alternative B, the preferred alternative, meets the objectives associated with the purpose and
need for the proposed action and attains the widest range of beneficial uses of the
environment, resource protection, visitor safety and enjoyment, and cultural resource
protection, without degradation of resources. Two ferry departure points are proposed, one
at Liberty Square and a secondary departure point located in the Mount Pleasant/East
Cooper River area. The majority of the environmental impacts of constructing and operating
a secondary departure point in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area would be
negligible to minor, long- term, adverse effects; however, these can all be avoided or
minimized through careful site selection, on- site design and implementation of mitigation
measures. The following is a summary of the main features of the preferred alternative.

Facilities Description: The existing National Park Service Liberty Square facility, including
the museum, square, 300- person ferry service and dock facility, would be operated as the
primary departure point for Fort Sumter. A secondary departure point would be maintained
in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area.

Visitor Services Provided: The existing interpretation facility at Liberty Square would
continue to provide visitor services. A second and smaller facility would be constructed and
operated in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area. This facility would include a dock,
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ticket sales area, restrooms, exhibits, parking area, and connecting access roads with
appropriate directional signs.

Facilities Requirements: No additional facilities would be required at Liberty Square.
Similar facilities would be required at the secondary departure point to support visitor
needs described above. Additionally, periodic maintenance dredging will not be required at
Liberty Square for the ferry, however, periodic dredging would continue to occur in the
Charleston Harbor. Maintenance dredging may be required at a secondary location to a
depth of up to 15 feet mean low water (depending on the configuration of the ferry) to
provide an adequate water depth to safely operate a 300- passenger ferry.

The no action alternative, while meeting the short- term needs of the public, does not meet
the increased demand for alternative means of water transport to Fort Sumter. Therefore,
the no action alternative would not meet the goals as well as the preferred alternative.

Public Comment

If you wish to comment on the environmental assessment, you may mail comments to the
name and address below. This environmental assessment will be on public review for 30
days. Comments may also be submitted by e- mail to kathy_pearcy@nps.gov. Please note
that names and addresses of people who comment become part of the public record. We will
make all submissions from organizations, from businesses, and from individuals identifying
themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses or representing
themselves, available for public inspection in their entirety. Any anonymous comments will
not be considered.

COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED BY November 17, 2003. Please address written
comments to:

Superintendent

National Park Service

Fort Sumter National Monument
1214 Middle Street

Sullivan's Island, SC 29482
ATTN: John Tucker

Comments postmarked (mail) or dated (email) after November 17, 2003 will not receive
consideration.
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PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

PURPOSE OF THE GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT

This general management plan amendment and environmental assessment examines alternative
actions intended to improve ferry service to Fort Sumter. The purpose of the amendment is to
select and recommend implementation of a preferred alternative action that best improves ferry
services for visitors while continuing to preserve and protect the park’s natural and cultural
resources for the enjoyment of future generations.

General management plans represent the broadest level of planning conducted by the National
Park Service, and are intended to provide overall guidance for making informed decisions about
future conditions in national parks. The focus of this amendment is to address potential changes
to the current general management plan (NPS 1998) relative to the provision of ferry service to
Fort Sumter. The objective of the general management plan currently in effect for Fort Sumter is
to support the purpose for which the park was established and to formalize the park’s future
direction. The plan is the basic tool for managing the park for the next 10 years. The specific
purposes of the general management plan are to:

Specify resource conditions and visitor experiences to be achieved in the park

Provide the basic foundation for decision- making regarding the management of the park

General management plans are required to be in compliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969, as amended (Pub. L. 91- 190, 42 U.S.C. 4321- 4347, January 1, 1970, as amended
by Pub. L. 94- 52, July 3, 1975, Pub. L. 94- 83, August 9, 1975, and Pub. L. 97- 258, § 4(b), Sept. 13,
1982) (NEPA). According to policy, the NEPA environmental assessment is prepared
simultaneously with the general management plan under the guidelines established in Director’s
Order 2 - Park Planning (NPS 1999) and Director’s Order 12 - Conservation Planning,
Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision- making (NPS 2001a). The environmental
assessment for this amendment analyzes the effects of the preferred and other alternatives.

NEED FOR A GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT

Fort Sumter National Monument was established in 1948 to commemorate the historical events
at and surrounding Fort Sumter. A general management plan was published in 1998 to establish
and guide the overall management, development and use of Fort Sumter National Monument in
ways that best suit visitors while preserving the park’s cultural and natural resources. Although
much of the 1998 plan remains valid, there are new perspectives on ferry services to Fort Sumter,
and an amendment is needed.

Although two departure points have been used since 1986, the 1998 general management plan
recommended that water based visitor transportation to Fort Sumter leave from one primary
departure point at the Fort Sumter visitor education center/dock on the west bank of the
Cooper River, now called Liberty Square. Since then, the Charleston area has undergone many
changes including rapid growth and increased visitation to the park and other surrounding
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attractions. Mount Pleasant's population is among the fastest growing in the State of South
Carolina with over 58% growth over the last decade. The three largest cities in the Charleston
region with growing tourism activity include Charleston, North Charleston and Mount Pleasant.
After a recent review of governmental stakeholder perspectives, a National Park Service
working group recognized the need to re- open the public discussion regarding the number and
location of departure points. Therefore, a general management plan amendment and
environmental assessment is needed to present and analyze alternatives. The environmental
assessment is intended to analyze generic secondary departure points. Future site- specific
environmental assessments will be tiered to this general management plan and environmental
assessment.

This general management plan amendment re- examines the planning decision concerning ferry
service to Fort Sumter. It is needed to assist park managers in making purposeful decisions
based on a deliberate vision of the park. In view of the rapidly growing greater Charleston area
and the projected intense use of the park, the general management plan amendment is a critical
element in protecting the park’s resources while at the same time providing for quality visitor
experiences. This amendment applies to this one item of the current general management plan,
and will become a supplement to that document. It does not replace the general management
plan in its entirety.

PARK HISTORY AND USE RELATIVE TO MANAGEMENT PLANNING

In 1916, Congress passed the Organic Act, which created the National Park Service. Through this
act, Congress established the National Park Service’s mission to “preserve unimpaired the
natural and cultural resources and values of the national park system for the enjoyment,
education, and inspiration of this and future generations.” Thus, any management actions in the
park must recognize that preserving the natural and cultural resources and values of the park is
paramount, and that any visitor activities associated with “enjoyment, education, and
inspiration” can occur only to the extent that they do not impair the natural and cultural
resources and values for future generations.

Three separate congressional acts contributed to Fort Sumter National Monument as it is
known today. Fort Sumter was transferred from the War Department to the National Park
Service by joint resolution on April 28, 1948. In this legislation (Public Law 80- 504), Congress
established Fort Sumter National Monument providing that it shall be “a public National
Memorial commemorating historical events at or near Fort Sumter.” The National Park Service
accepted jurisdiction of Fort Moultrie in 1960 under authority of the Historic Sites Act of 1935
(Public Law 74- 292). Additionally, the ferry boat facility was acquired on November 7, 1986,
(Public Law 99- 637) in order to “provide for needed facilities for visitors to Fort Sumter
National Monument, including a ferry boat dock and associated facilities, and an interpretive
and museum facility [South Carolina Aquarium] in cooperation with the State of South Carolina
and the city of Charleston ...” Today the boundary of the park encompasses just over 200 acres.
The United States owns 164.60 acres in fee simple, and holds the remainder in utility and scenic
easements.



Fort Sumter National Monument is located in Charleston County, in Charleston Harbor, South
Carolina (see Figures 1 and 2). It consists of four geographically separate areas:

Fort Sumter, an island fort situated at the entrance of Charleston Harbor

Fort Moultrie, located one mile northeast of Fort Sumter on the western third of Sullivan’s
Island, a barrier island immediately northeast of the entrance to the harbor

The Historic Coast Guard Station, the park’s maintenance and quarters facility located 0.8
mile east of Fort Moultrie

Liberty Square, the ferry boat facility site located along the Cooper River at the foot of
Calhoun Street, Charleston.

GEOGRAPHIC AREA COVERED BY THE GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN
AMENDMENT

The focus of this amendment will only address potential changes to the current general
management plan relative to ferry service to Fort Sumter. This amendment does not include a
discussion of Fort Moultrie or other park units.

Fort Sumter sits on a man- made island of 2.5 acres at the northeastern terminus of a marshy
shoal. The shoal extends east from James Island to the inlet of Charleston Harbor. Located
along this shoal is the Fort Sumter utility corridor containing 6.25 acres under easement. Park
boundaries include 122.5 acres of submerged land surrounding the island. The entrance channel
of Charleston Harbor lies 1200 yards to the northeast. The current primary ferry departure
point, Liberty Square, is located on an 8.88 - acre site along the west bank of the Cooper River at
the foot of Calhoun Street in Charleston. The general management plan amendment will also
address potential facilities serving Fort Sumter from a secondary ferry departure site to be
located in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area (see Figure 2).

PLANNING DIRECTION OR GUIDANCE
Park Mission!

The primary purpose of Fort Sumter National Monument is to commemorate defining
moments in American history within a military continuum spanning more than a century and a
half. Two seacoast fortifications preserve and interpret these stories. At Fort Moultrie, the first
American naval victory over the British in 1776 galvanized the patriots’ cause for independence.
Less than a century later, America's most tragic conflict ignited with the first shots of the Civil
War at Fort Sumter.

I Fort Moultrie’s purpose statements are not included in this amendment.
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The purposes of the Fort Sumter National Monument as defined by the most recent legislation
are as follows:

To preserve the Civil War remnants of Fort Sumter

To commemorate and interpret the opening battle of the Civil War and Fort Sumter’s role
during the Civil War

Park Significance!

The significance of the natural and cultural resources in Fort Sumter National Monument is
summarized in the statements that follow. This information was used in the planning process to
ensure that the park’s natural and cultural resources are protected in accordance with the
governing laws, regulations, policies and mandates.

Fort Sumter is where one of our Nation’s most critical defining moments, the American
Civil War, began

Fort Sumter is the most heavily bombarded site in the western hemisphere as a result of
the Union forces’ attempt to gain control of Charleston Harbor

Fort Sumter was and is a powerful symbol both to the North and the South, and it remains
a memorial to all who fought to hold it

Mission Goals

Each unit of the National Park System develops mission goals based on those of the National
Park Service. The mission goals of Fort Sumter National Monument are summarized in the
statements that follow.

Masonry structures and associated values and artifacts relative to the park's stated purpose
are preserved and managed within the Charleston Harbor and military history context.

Fort Sumter National Monument contributes to the knowledge of cultural resources and
associated values, and bases management decisions on scholarly and scientific
information.

At Fort Sumter, Fort Moultrie, and the ferry boat facility, visitors safely enjoy and are
satisfied with the availability, accessibility, diversity, and quality of facilities, services and
appropriate recreational opportunities.

Park visitors and the general public understand and appreciate the purpose and
significance of Fort Sumter and Fort Moultrie.

Fort Sumter National Monument uses best management practices, systems, and
technologies to accomplish its mission.

Fort Sumter National Monument increases its managerial capabilities through initiatives
and support from other agencies, organizations, and individuals.

I Fort Moultrie’s significance statements are not included in this amendment.

- 6-



PLANNING OPPORTUNITIES AND ISSUES

The 1998 general management plan recommended that water based visitor transportation to
Fort Sumter leave from one primary departure point at the Fort Sumter visitor education
center/dock on the west bank of the Cooper River now called Liberty Square. Currently, ferry
service from both Liberty Square (Figure 3) and Patriots Point (Figure 4) to Fort Sumter is
contracted through December 2003. The Secretary of the Interior, acting through the National
Park Service, will take steps to ensure that operations from the current departure points are
unaffected. Upon completion of this general management plan amendment and environmental
assessment, the National Park Service will address future ferry concession contract(s).

Following a series of meetings with Fort Sumter National Monument staff, concessionaires,
local officials, various interest groups, and the general public, the National Park Service
identified the following specific issues to be addressed by the general management plan
amendment and environmental assessment.

Issue 1. Number of ferry concession departure points

Are park visitors best served from present locations?
Are there alternative places to serve as embarkation points?

Do the present disembarkation points adequately serve the park visitor?
Issue 2. Visitor experience and needs at each departure location

Do the present disembarkation points adequately serve the park visitor?

How would a new location affect visitor experience, with respect to choices, park ranger
presence, timing, and information availability?

What effect would any proposed change in visitor services have on park resources and
staff?

Issue 3. Environmental impacts

What transportation, noise, air or other environmental impacts would be associated with
multiple departure points?

Issue 4. Funding of a secondary departure point

Would the funding for a new dock at a secondary departure point be provided by private
or government sources?

Issue 5. Schedule
How would a secondary departure point affect the ferry service schedule?
Issue 6. Visitation

Would having more than one departure point increase the number of visitors, or divide the
existing number into smaller groups?



Fort Sumter National Monument
General Management Plan
Amendment and Environmental Assessment

Figure 3. Liberty Square Site Plan

L
o gt cow ()
WAL riry




®
N —
® A‘“" 3 Z
T (|: T n J
Visitor Parking Employee Parking

S g A J_lliU] — L VIETHAM Ul
\[,I'I’{'i'”i'l'l'fl'i":l’fI"i"Il'il"l"."i'”'lI"l'"l'."'il'“ii"T""i'IH"_'['Tii|'ii'j'LH} J Gift shop ’ STESRLLS

Visitor Parking |

I g

USS YORKTOWN

General Management Plan Figure 4. Patriots Point Site Plan

Fort Sumter National Monument k = ﬁ — I
Amendment and Environmental Assessment o e 00




Issue 7. Criteria for a secondary departure site

Do visitors have the opportunity to learn about the Civil War story at the secondary
departure point through a variety of media meeting National Park Service standards for
interpretation and exhibits?

Does the site have access to a deep- water dock suitable for 300- passenger ferry boats?

Are facilities accessible and do they meet National Park Service standards (for example,
meeting the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act)?

Does the site have adequate infrastructure and commercial scale utilities?
Does the site provide ample parking and support facilities?

Does the site allow for safe operation regardless of the tide, sea, and reasonable wind
conditions?

Project Background and Previous Planning

Fort Sumter National Monument was established in 1948 to commemorate the historical events
at and surrounding Fort Sumter. The monument was enlarged in 1960 with the addition of Fort
Moultrie, the National Park Service ferry boat facility in 1986, and the Historic Coast Guard
Station in 1990. A general management plan was published in 1998 to establish and guide the
overall management, development, and use of Fort Sumter National Monument in ways that
best suit visitors while preserving the park’s cultural and natural resources. The objective of the
general management plan is to support the purpose for which the park was established and to
formalize the park’s future direction. The 1998 general management plan recommended that
ferry service to Fort Sumter leave from one primary departure point at Liberty Square. Since
then, the Greater Charleston area has undergone many changes, and after a recent review of
governmental stakeholder perspectives, the National Park Service recognized the need to
reopen the public discussion regarding the number and location of departure points.

Public Scoping

Public scoping is an early and open process to solicit public and internal concerns relating to a
proposed action. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ 1978) guidelines for
implementing the National Environmental Policy Act and the National Park Service National
Environmental Policy Act guidelines contained in Director’s Order # 12: Conservation Planning,
Environmental Impact Analysis and Decision Making Handbook (NPS 2001b) require public
scoping of federal actions that would require an environmental impact statement. Although
public scoping is not required for an environmental assessment, the National Park Service
conducted scoping for this project to ensure input from all interested stakeholders. Numerous
stakeholder meetings were held and identified the need to address a secondary departure point.
Meetings were held during 2002 and 2003 to provide and collect information concerning the
history of the planning process and solicit input regarding tourism and water transportation
issues in the Greater Charleston area. Those attending meetings included the State of South
Carolina Parks, Recreation and Tourism, representatives from the Town of Mount Pleasant,
Patriots Point Authority, City of Charleston, City of North Charleston, Charleston Area
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Convention & Visitors Bureau, Senator Thurmond’s office and Congressman Browns’ office,
and representatives from the National Park Service.

A scoping letter (provided in Appendix A) and newsletter were distributed in the winter and
spring of 2003 to individuals, organizations, agencies, Indian tribes, local concessionaires, and
the media, and information was posted on the park’s website. The National Park Service asked
the tribes if they wished to begin government- to- government consultation. In March 2003, the
park held three public scoping workshops, one in North Charleston, one in Charleston, and one
in Mount Pleasant, as well as a scoping workshop with potential concessionaires. Interviews also
were conducted and information was collected from local, state and federal agencies. Scoping
helped define the range of ferry service alternatives, criteria for ferry service, and identify the
impact topics that should be considered for the project.

ISSUES, CONCERNS, AND DERIVATION OF IMPACT TOPICS

Issues and concerns affecting the proposed action were identified during National Park Service
planning efforts, with input from interested individuals, groups, local representatives, and local,
state and federal agencies. Issues and concerns related to the proposed secondary ferry
departure point are defined in the section titled “Planning Opportunities and Issues.” Criteria
for the establishment of a secondary departure point also were developed during the planning
process, and are listed under issue number 7 in the same section.

The major issues are the conformance of this proposal with the National Park Service
Management Policies (2001a), the need to amend the Fort Sumter National Monument general
management plan (1998), and conformance with other planning documents.

Impact Topics

Impact topics were used to focus the evaluation of the potential environmental consequences of
the alternatives. Candidate impact topics were identified based on legislative requirements,
executive orders, topics specified in Director’s Order #12 and Handbook (NPS 2001b),
Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2001a), guidance from the National Park Service, other agencies,
public concerns, and resource information specific to Fort Sumter National Monument.

Derivation of Impact Topics

Specific impact topics were developed for discussion focus and to allow comparison of the
environmental consequences of the preferred alternative to the no action alternative. These
impact topics were identified based on federal laws, regulations, and executive orders; 2001
National Park Service management policies; and National Park Service knowledge of limited or
easily affected resources. These requirements are summarized by impact topic in Table 1. A brief
rationale for the selection of each impact topic is given below, as well as the rationale for
dismissing specific topics from further consideration.
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TABLE 1

IMPACT TOPICS AND RELATED REGULATIONS OR POLICIES

Impact Topic

Relevant Regulations or Policies

Retained

Hydrology and water quality

Executive Order 12088; Executive Order 11990; National Park
Service Management Policy 4.6.3, 2001; Federal Water
Pollution Control Act [The Clean Water Act of 1972 (As
amended in 1977], State of South Carolina Regulation 61- 68,
Water Classifications and Standards and South Carolina
Regulation 61- 69, Classified Waters

Floodplains and wetlands

Executive Order 11990; Clean Water Act Section 404; National
Park Service Director’s Order #77- 1; Executive Order 11988;
Federal Coastal Zone Management Act; National Park Service
Management Policy 4.6.4 and 4.6.5, 2001; The South Carolina
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1977 (as amended 1993); The
South Carolina Coastal and Tidelands Act of 1977; South
Carolina Beach Front Management Act 48- 39- 290,

Soils

National Park Service Management Policy 4.8.2.4, 2001

Vegetation and wildlife

National Park Service Management Policy 4.4.2, 2001

Aquatic resources

National Park Service Management Policy 4.6, 2001 ; Federal
Water Pollution Control Act [The Clean Water Act of 1972 (As
amended in 1977]; Magnuson- Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act

Endangered, threatened, or
protected species and their
habitats

Endangered Species Act of 1973; National Park Service
Management Policy 4.4.2.3, 2001; 40 Code of Federal
Regulations 1500 Regulations for Implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act

Cultural resources

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act; Section
110 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470);
36 Code of Federal Regulations 800; National Environmental
Policy Act; Executive Order 13007; Director’s Order 28;
National Park Service Management Policy 5.3.5, 2001; Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA);
Archeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA); National
Parks Act of August 25, 1916, The Antiquities Act of 1906.

Important scientific,
archeological, and other
cultural resources, including
historic properties listed or
eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places

(1508.27)

See cultural resources
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TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

IMPACT TOPICS AND RELATED REGULATIONS OR POLICIES

Impact Topic

Relevant Regulations or Policies

Urban quality, historic and
cultural resources, and design
of the built environment
(1502.16).

40 Code of Federal Regulations 1500 Regulations for
Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act;
National Park Service Director's Order #12

Public health and safety

National Park Service Management Policy 8.2.5, 2001; U.S.
Coast Guard Boating Safety Regulations

Visitor use and experience

National Park Service Organic Act; National Park Service
Management Policy 8.2, 2001

FEconomics and
socioeconomics

40 Code of Federal Regulations 1500 Regulations for
Implementing National Environmental Policy Act

Park operations

National Park Service Management Policy 9.1, 2001

Transportation —local and
regional

National Park Service Management Policy 9.2, 2001

Accessibility for individuals
with disabilities

National Park Service Management Policy 9.1.2, 2001;
Architectural Barrier Act 0f 1968 (42 USC 4151 et seq.); The
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 USC 701 et seq.); American
Disabilities Act of 1990 (Public Law 101- 336, 104 Stat. 327)

Community character

National Park Service Management Policy 8.11 2001

Concessionaires and contracts

National Park Service Management Policy 10.2, 2001

Socially or economically
disadvantaged populations

Executive Order 12898

Dismissed

Sacred sites

Executive Order 13007, National Park Service Management
Policy 5.3.5.3.2, 2001

Indian trust resources

Department of the Interior Secretarial Order No. 3206,
Secretarial Order No. 3175

Ecologically critical areas or
other unique natural resources

36 Code of Federal Regulations 62 criteria for national natural
landmarks; National Park Service Management Policies 2001;
The South Carolina Coastal and Tidelands Act of 1977,

Air quality Federal Clean Air Act (CAA); CAA Amendments of 1990
(CAAA); National Park Service Management Policy, 4.7.1, 2001
Geology National Park Service Management Policy 4.8, 2001

Mineral and agricultural
resources

National Park Service Management Policy 8.7 and 8.6.7, 2001

Natural lightscape (night sky)

National Park Service Management Policy 4.10, 2001

Soundscape

National Park Service Management Policy 4.9, 2001
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TABLE 1 (CONTINUED)

IMPACT TOPICS AND RELATED REGULATIONS OR POLICIES

Impact Topic

Relevant Regulations or Policies

Wilderness

Wilderness Act of 1964, National Park Service Management
Policy 6.3, 2001

Possible conflicts between the
proposal and land use plans,
policies, or controls for the
area concerned (including
local, state, or Indian tribe)
and the extent to which your

park will reconcile the conflict.

40 Code of Federal Regulations 1500 Regulations for
Implementing National Environmental Policy Act parts
1502.16, 1506.2(d)

Energy requirements and
conservation potential.
Natural or depletable resource
requirements and
conservation potential

National Park Service Management Policy 9.1.7, 2001; 40 CFR
1500 Regulations for Implementing National Environmental
Policy Act parts 1502.16 and 1502.16

Prime and unique agricultural
lands

Council on Environmental Quality 1980 memorandum on
prime and unique farmlands; 40 Code of Federal Regulations
1500 Regulations for Implementing National Environmental
Policy Act part 1508.27
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Impact Topics Analyzed in this Environmental Assessment

All resources described in impact topics are included and described in the “Affected
Environment” chapter of this environmental assessment. Impact topics are the resources of
concern that could be affected by the range of alternatives. Specific impact topics were
developed to ensure that alternatives were compared on the basis of the most relevant topics.
Impact topics analyzed for this project include: hydrology and water quality; floodplains and
wetlands; soils; vegetation, wildlife and aquatic resources; endangered, threatened, or protected
species and critical habitats; cultural resources; visitor use and experience; socioeconomic
considerations; park operations and; transportation. The rationale for including the impact
topics is summarized in Table 2.

Impact Topics Dismissed from Further Analysis

The impact topics originally considered for the Fort Sumter National Monument Secondary
Ferry Departure Point project are presented in Table 1 and Table 2. Based on site- specific
conditions described below, several candidate impact topics were dismissed from further
consideration. The rationale for dismissing impact topics is given in Table 2. The resources
described in impact topics dismissed in this document will not be included or described in the
“Affected Environment” Chapter of this environmental assessment.
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TABLE 2

IMPACT TOPICS AND DISMISSAL RATIONALE

Issues
Identified . . e L
. Impact Topic Action - Justification
During
Planning'

3 Hydrology and water quality Retained —The construction and operation of the secondary
department point (the proposed action) would require analysis of
potential effects to water quality and hydrology. Compliance with
state and local regulations to minimize or eliminate impacts will be
discussed.

3 Wetlands and floodplains (100- year,and | Retained —Freshwater and estuarine wetlands are located in the
500- year when critical actions as defined | vicinity and therefore confirmation of avoidance of wetlands and
in the National Park Service floodplain floodplains impacts would be required.
management guides are involved)

(1508.27).

3 Soils Retained — Erosion potential could be changed at any construction
site for the secondary departure point — best management practices
would ensure that soil resources were protected and soil losses were
negligible.

3 Vegetation and wildlife Retained - Habitat changes could occur due to construction and
operation of secondary departure point.

3 Aquatic Resources Retained — Aquatic life of the estuaries are productive and sensitive

natural resources could be affected locally by construction and
operation of the secondary departure point. Impacts of construction
and maintenance dredging will be considered.
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TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)
IMPACT TOPICS AND DISMISSAL RATIONALE

Issues
Identified Impact Topic Action - Justification
During Scoping'

3 Endangered or threatened plants and Retained —state and federal designated species occur in the project
animals and their habitats (including area, both on land and in the water. A discussion of the potential
those proposed for listing, or on state effects of a secondary departure point is needed.
lists) (1508.27).

3 Cultural Resources Retained — Cultural resources are considered as a single unit, rather
than as individual resource types, because there is insufficient
information to make determinations regarding the presence or
absence of specific archaeological resources, historic structures,
ethnographic resources, cultural landscapes and museum objects as
individual resource types. The park intends to use this
environmental assessment as the Section 106 Consultation document
for consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
and affiliated tribes.

3 Sacred sites (Executive Order 13007). Dismissed —none in area.

3 Indian Trust resources (ECMg5—2). Dismissed — Indian trust assets are owned by American Indians but

held in trust by the United States. Indian trust assets do not occur
within the park. No known Trust resources have been identified
with the vicinity of the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area or
near Liberty Square. There are no known Indian trust resources
downstream of the project area.
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TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)
IMPACT TOPICS AND DISMISSAL RATIONALE

Issues
Identified Impact Topic Action - Justification
During Scoping'

3 Important scientific, archeological, and Retained — see Cultural Resources. Consultation with the National
other cultural resources, including and State Register of Historic Places will be undertaken.
historic properties listed or eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places
(1508.27).

3 Urban quality, historic and cultural Retained — The park intends to use this environmental assessment as
resources, and design of the built the Section 106 Consultation document for consultation with the
environment (1502.16). State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and affiliated tribes —

Additional consultation will occur under subsequent site- specific
environmental analyses.

3 Public health and safety (1508.27). Dismissed — Ferry boat operators are required to comply with U.S.

Coast Guard standards and federal guidelines under the American
Disabilities Act. In the context of activities and park operations, no
appreciable effects to public health and safety would be anticipated
under either alternative. Appropriate National Park Service
requirements and safety codes would be met.

1,2,4,6,7 Visitor use and experience Retained — The secondary departure point would have an effect on
visitor use and experience due to the change in the means of
transport to Fort Sumter. The secondary departure point and area is
projected to receive heavy visitation.

4 Economics and socioeconomics Retained — Economic and socioeconomic effects are considered for

the region.
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TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)
IMPACT TOPICS AND DISMISSAL RATIONALE

Issues
Identified
During Scoping'

Impact Topic

Action — Justification

4.7

Park operations

Retained — Park operations would change as a result of the proposed
action.

I) 2) 3’ 7

Transportation —local and regional

Retained — Relates primarily to the ability to accommodate visitors
who will use the secondary departure point and overall
transportation arrangements to Fort Sumter.

Ecologically critical areas, Wild and
Scenic Rivers, or other unique natural
resources (1508.27).

Dismissed — There are no designated ecologically critical areas, wild
and scenic rivers, or other unique natural resources in the vicinity, as
referenced in 40 Code of Federal Regulation 1508.27.

Air quality

Dismissed —incremental contribution associated with alternatives for
moving visitors between secondary departure point and Fort Sumter
is negligible locally and in the airshed. The no action alternative
proposes no construction activities, and no change in air quality
would result. Under the preferred alternative, the occurrence of
fugitive dust and equipment fumes would be mitigated and would
not likely affect visitors or staff. Any occurrence of construction dust
would be localized and transient. If dust were generated by
installation of facilities, best management practices for dust
suppression would be initiated. Emissions from construction
vehicles would be kept to a minimum by restricting idling time. In
the context of activities and facilities in the greater Charleston and
Mount Pleasant area, no appreciable effects to air quality would be
anticipated under either alternative.

Geology

Dismissed — no significant features are located in or near park; no
potential to affect geology.
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TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)

IMPACT TOPICS AND DISMISSAL RATIONALE

Issues
Identified Impact Topic Action - Justification
During Scoping'

3 Mineral and agricultural resources Dismissed —lands in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area are
not available for farming or mineral extraction; no adverse impacts
on these resources are predicted.

3 Natural lightscape (night sky) Dismissed —light pollution from surrounding area overwhelms
contribution from a secondary departure point.

3 Soundscape/noise Dismissed — soundscape was dismissed due to existing level of noise
due to ferry, recreational, and various private operations as well as
existing levels of the urban and developed landscape. The natural
sound environment would not be affected, or there would not be
discernable difference. Therefore, any changes would not be of any
measurable or perceptible consequence to the visitor experience or
biological resources.

3 Wilderness Dismissed — There are no designated wilderness areas in the vicinity.

I, 2 Accessibility for individuals with Dismissed —In the context of activities and park operations, facilities
disabilities and services would be required to meet the guidelines under the
American Disabilities Act. No appreciable effects to Americans with
disabilities would be anticipated under either alternative.
3 Community character Retained — Charleston and Mount Pleasant are historical areas with

sensitivities for maintaining community character. Area planning
efforts would be considered.
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TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)
IMPACT TOPICS AND DISMISSAL RATIONALE

Issues
Identified Impact Topic Action - Justification
During Scoping'

3,7 Concessionaires and contracts Retained — future and/or subsequent decisions concerning
concessionaires and contracts will be made pending actions resulting
from this environmental assessment.

3,4 Possible conflicts between the proposal Dismissed: The proposed action is compatible with local land use

and land use plans, policies, or controls planning initiatives. The National Park Service will continue to
for the area concerned (including local, coordinate with local, state and federal planning agencies concerning
state, or Indian tribe) (1502.16,1506.2(d)), | the proposed action.
and the extent to which your park will
reconcile the conflict.
3 Energy requirements and conservation Dismissed — The National Park Service reduces energy costs,

potential (1502.16); Natural or depletable
resource requirements and conservation
potential (1502.16).

eliminates waste, and conserves energy resources by using energy-
efficient and cost- effective technologies. Energy efficiency is
incorporated into the decision- making process during the design
and acquisition of buildings, facilities, and transportation systems
that emphasize the use of renewable energy sources. The proposed
action alternative does not include increased wastewater treatment
capacity, which would require increased energy usage; nor does it
call for increased fuel consumption in support of transportation over
existing conditions. Future design components would conserve
energy usage, consistent with National Park Service mandates.
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TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)
IMPACT TOPICS AND DISMISSAL RATIONALE

Issues
Identified Impact Topic Action - Justification
During Scoping'
3 (e) Socially or economically Dismissed — Executive Order 12898, “General Actions to address
disadvantaged populations (see Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low- Income
Environmental Justice Executive Order Populations,” requires that all federal agencies address the effects of
12898 for more information). policies on minorities and low- income populations or communities
as defined in the Environmental Justice Guidance (July 1996). None
of the alternatives would have disproportionate health or
environmental effects on populations of concern.
3 Prime and unique agricultural lands Dismissed — Prime farmland has the best combination of physical and

(1508.27).

chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and
oilseed crops. Unique agricultural land is land other than prime
farmland that is used for production of specific high- value food and
fiber crops. Both categories require that the land is available for
farming uses. Lands in the vicinity of East Cooper River are not
available for farming and therefore do not meet the definitions.

-22 -




TABLE 2: (CONTINUED)
IMPACT TOPICS AND DISMISSAL RATIONALE

Issue 1. Number of ferry concession departure points
Are park visitors best served from present locations?
Are there alternative places to serve as embarkation points?
Do the present disembarkation points adequately serve the park visitor?

Issue 2. Visitor experience and needs at each departure location
Do the present disembarkation points adequately serve the park visitor?
How would a new location affect visitor experience, with respect to choices, park ranger presence, timing, and
information availability?
What effect would any proposed change in visitor services have on park resources and staff?

Issue 3. Environmental impacts
What transportation, noise, air or other environmental impacts would be associated with multiple departure points?

Issue 4. Funding of a secondary departure point
Would the funding for a new dock at a secondary departure point be provided by private or government sources?

Issue 5. Schedule
How would a secondary departure point affect the ferry service schedule?

Issue 6. Visitation
Would having more than one departure point increase the number of visitors, or divide the existing number into smaller
groups?

Issue 7. Criteria for a secondary departure site
Do visitors have the opportunity to learn about the Civil War at the secondary departure point through a variety of media
meeting National Park Service standards for interpretation and exhibits?
Does the site have access to a deep- water dock suitable for 300- passenger ferry boats?
Is the site accessible and does it meet National Park Service standards (for example, meeting the requirements of the
Americans with Disabilities Act)?
Does the site have adequate infrastructure and commercial scale utilities?
Does the site provide ample parking and support facilities, or is construction of the required facilities a viable option?
Does the site allow for safe operation regardless of the tide, sea, and wind conditions?
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ALTERNATIVES

DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives section describes two alternatives for ferry service to Fort Sumter. The
alternatives are described below.

The no action alternative describes the action of continuing the present management
operation and condition. It does not imply or direct discontinuing the present action or
removing existing uses, developments, or facilities. The no action alternative provides a basis for
comparing the management direction and environmental consequences of the preferred
alternative. Should the no action alternative be selected, the National Park Service would
respond to future needs and conditions associated with the park’s issues without major actions
or changes from the present course. Analysis of the no action alternative is required under the
National Environmental Policy Act.

The preferred alternative presents the National Park Service proposed action and defines the
rationale for the action in terms of resource protection and management, visitor use and
operational use, costs, and other applicable factors.

Sustainability is a concept that the National Park Service uses as a guiding principle of facility
design planning and development. The objectives of sustainability are to design park facilities to
minimize adverse effects on natural and cultural values, to reflect their environmental setting, to
maintain and encourage biodiversity; to construct and retrofit facilities using energy- efficient
materials and building techniques; to operate and maintain facilities to promote their
sustainability; and to illustrate and promote conservation principles and practices through
sustainable design and ecological sensitive use. Essentially, sustainability is living within the
environment with the least impact on the environment. The preferred alternative subscribes to
and supports the practice of planning for sustainable design and use.

Alternative A: No Action/Continue Current Management

Continue current management/no action is the baseline condition against which proposed
activities are compared. It is defined as taking no action to change or alter current management.
This alternative would be to implement the 1998 general management plan as written and
approved. The park's 1998 general management plan directed that visitors board a ferry to Fort
Sumter at one location, Liberty Square. Ferry boats would no longer depart from Patriots Point
to Fort Sumter. A summary of the primary features of this alternative is included in Table 3. The
site plan for Liberty Square is depicted in Figure 3.
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TABLE 3

MAJOR FACILITY COMPONENTS OF EXISTING LIBERTY SQUARE
AND PROPOSED SECONDARY FERRY DEPARTURE POINT

Major Liberty Square Secondary Clarifying information
Components Program Departure Site
Vessel 100 foot, 300 plus | 100 foot, 300 Draft on ferry approximately 6 feet. Best to
passengers plus passengers | have approximately 10 feet of water at all
times for year round operations
Ferry should be accessible, partly heated
and air conditioned, rain protected, chair
for each passenger, meet United Stated
Coast Guard & South Carolina
Department of Health and Environmental
Control standards, minimum one
accessible restroom, and include snack bar
Pier 170 X 20 feet Suitable for Dock should meet appropriate National
Walk up concession ferry | Park Service requirements, safety codes,
accessible operations. construction codes, and access codes
No major Dock lease needs to conform to terms of
maintenance or concession contract
waste disposal Fixed or floating pier
allowed Accessible
Ferry Queuing | 48 by 48 feet Queuing space Queuing space shall be provided on
Space to allow efficient | approach to or on the dock for efficient
operations visitor operations that do not result in
passenger loading delays.
Ticket Sales 86 square feet Ticket Sales Ticket sales needed near the parking area.
Ticket Queuing | Ticket should be included in main entry
Ticket Staffing area for boats and exhibits.
(one person)
Concession Office 480 square | Concession Concessionaire support facilities and
Support feet Office personnel needs are determined by the
Storage 307 Concession concessionaire. Concessionaire must have
square feet Storage one manager on duty at all times ferry is
operating. Need approximately 500
square feet
Safety Features | Designed for year | Facility must Dock design must be sufficient for the size

round operations
including
hurricane and
seismic loading

allow for safe
operations
regardless of the
tide in
reasonable wind
and rain events.

of ferry. During extreme weather events,
ferry would be relocated to alternate
protected site.

-25-




TABLE 3 (CONTINUED)
MAJOR FACILITY COMPONENTS OF EXISTING LIBERTY SQUARE
AND PROPOSED SECONDARY FERRY DEPARTURE POINT

Major Liberty Square Secondary Clarifying information
Components Program Departure Site
Support 608 square feet Provided in Size, flow, number of restrooms would be
Facilities- permanent determined based upon visitor data.
restrooms facilities or co- Restrooms can be separate or in
located combination with other co- located
facilities.
Exhibit Space 1902 square feet Visitor Five wayside color panels 2 feet x 4 feet.
Entry area 111 interpretive
square feet facilities 800- 1,200 square feet permanent exhibit
Waiting area 510 space (no visitor fee) with enclosed waiting
square feet area in separate or co- located facilities.
3 wayside panels
National Park Storage 189 Ranger 200 square feet of National Park Service
Service Support | square feet workspace. enclosed and climate controlled storage
Workspace/first | Provide firstaid | and work space.

aid 309 square
feet

station.

Utilities Drinking Drinking Drinking water flow capacity as indicated
fountains: 5 fountains by potential visitor use.
Waste water to Waste water to With construction or permanent facilities.
sanitary sewer sanitary sewer No wastewater disposal from boats at
Solid waste Solid waste dock.
dumpster dumpster Suitable contained solid waste disposal for

all concession operations.
Paving and Site driven Site driven; Length/ width, including shoulder for new

Access Road

potential access
road and paving

construction or existing to meet Federal
Highway Administration standards.

Parking Area Approximately Parking area for | Number of spaces and types of surface
300 yards expected shall be determined to meet appropriate
distance to public | visitation levels Federal, State, and local standards.
parking garage. (i.e., number of | Reasonably priced or free.

people returning | Parking to include access for larger
from and vehicles such as school buses.
preparing to Must be able to accommodate expected
depart to Fort visitation with ferry operating at full
Sumter). capacity on back to back trips.
Alternative Intermodel Bus, private Clearly identified, convenient, centrally
Transportation vessel, other located, and good signalization.
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TABLE 3 (CONTINUED)
MAJOR FACILITY COMPONENTS OF EXISTING LIBERTY SQUARE
AND PROPOSED SECONDARY FERRY DEPARTURE POINT

Major Liberty Square Secondary Clarifying information
Components Program Departure Site
Visitor Use Patriots Point Ability to load or | Conveniently designed for visitors.
youth groups are | pickup Patriots | Ability to accommodate Patriots Point
usually ferried Point youth youth groups.
directly to Fort groups
Sumter outside
the normal visitor
schedules
Number Of Capacity to Ability to Capacity to accommodate projected
Visitors accommodate accommodate number of visitors- 200,000 visitors per
Expected projected number | expected year by 2014 departing from the secondary
of visitors visitation departure point.

Visitation generally increases by 2 to 5%
per year.

Fort Sumter carrying capacity is 385
visitors at any one time.
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Currently, ferry service from both Liberty Square (Figure 3) and Patriots Point (Figure 4) to Fort
Sumter is contracted through December 2003. The Secretary of the Interior, acting through the
National Park Service, will take steps to ensure that operations from the current departure
points are unaffected. Upon completion of this general management plan amendment and
environmental assessment, the National Park Service will address future ferry concession
contract(s).

Alternative B: The Preferred Alternative

Alternative B has been identified as the preferred alternative because it meets the objectives
associated with the purpose and need for the proposed action and is the environmentally
preferred alternative. Two Ferry Departure Points are proposed, one at Liberty Square and a
secondary departure point located in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area. The following
is a summary of the main features of the preferred alternative.

Facilities Description: The existing National Park Service Liberty Square facility, including the
museum, square, 300- person ferry service and dock facility (Figure 3), would be operated as the
primary departure point for Fort Sumter. A secondary departure point would be maintained in
the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area. For purposes of this general management plan
amendment and environmental assessment, this area has been defined as the land along the east
bank of the Cooper River/Charleston Harbor in the Mount Pleasant area.

Visitor Services Provided: The existing interpretation facility at Liberty Square would
continue to provide visitor services. A secondary and smaller facility would be constructed and
operated in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area. This facility would consist of a dock,
parking area, and connecting access roads with appropriate directional signs. The secondary
departure point would also allow for the presence of National Park Service rangers and
interpretive facilities and services. Other visitor services provided at the secondary facility
would include availability of restrooms, exhibits, shade, an accessible route to dock and ferry for
the mobility impaired, a dock for a 300- person ferry to Fort Sumter, and an accessible ferry.

Facilities Requirements: No additional facilities would be required at Liberty Square.
Dredging may be required at a secondary location to a depth of up to 15 feet mean low water
(depending on the configuration of the ferry) to maintain adequate water depth to safely operate
a300- person ferry. A joint permit from the State of South Carolina Office of Coastal Resource
Management and the US Army Corps of Engineers, Charleston District would be required for
this activity and any periodic maintenance dredging that could be required. Periodic
maintenance dredging activities conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers of the
Charleston Harbor would continue to occur.

Table 3 provides a description of the primary features of the existing ferry system at the Liberty
Square facility and also provides a description of the overall required features of a secondary
departure point. This information, as well as information on the existing natural and man- made
resources in the project area, was used to define the impacts of the preferred alternative and the
no action alternative in the section of the environmental assessment entitled “Affected
Environment, Evaluation Methodology, and Environmental Consequences”.
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ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The environmentally preferred alternative is the alternative that will best promote the national
environmental policy expressed in the National Environmental Policy Act. The environmentally
preferred alternative would cause the least damage to the biological and physical environment,
and would best protect, preserve, and enhance historical, cultural, and natural resources.

Section 101(b) of the National Environmental Policy Act identifies six criteria to help determine
the environmentally preferred alternative. The act directs that federal plans should:

Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding
generations.

Assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and esthetically and culturally pleasing
surroundings.

Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk to
health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences.

Preserve important historical, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and
maintain, wherever possible, an environment which supports diversity and variety of
individual choice.

Achieve a balance between population and resource use which will permit high standards
of living and a wide sharing of life's amenities.

Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable
recycling of depletable resources.

Based upon the application of these national environmental policy goals, the environmentally
preferred alternative is the proposed Fort Sumter secondary ferry departure point project. The
preferred alternative would attain the widest range of beneficial uses for the visitor and enhance
the visitor experience without degradation of resources. The preferred alternative is a safe,
balanced alternative that preserves the important historic, cultural and natural aspects of the
park and the region. The no action alternative, while meeting the short- term needs of the
public, does not meet the increased demand for alternative means of water transport to Fort
Sumter. Therefore, the no action alternative would not meet the goals as well as the preferred
alternative.

Both the no action alternative and the preferred alternative meet the criteria for fulfilling the
responsibilities as trustee of the environment by providing long- term protection of park
resources and providing for public understanding and appreciation of Fort Sumter and its
significance.

The preferred alternative provides additional opportunity for all visitors to experience the Civil
War story from either the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area departure point or from
Liberty Square, thereby increasing the opportunity for safe, healthful, productive, and
esthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings.
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By providing a secondary departure point with features and standards similar to those at Liberty
Square, the preferred alternative allows visitors a choice in determining their point of departure
and provides the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk to
health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences. The number of ferry boats
arriving and departing to and from Fort Sumter would be similar to existing conditions, and the
number of visitors at a given time would not exceed 385 people, thereby continuing to protect
the resources at Fort Sumter and avoid undesirable and unintended consequences.

The preferred alternative continues to preserve the important historic, cultural, and natural
aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, an environment, which
supports diversity, and variety of individual choice. The preferred alternative provides
reasonable access to Fort Sumter from both the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area as well
as from Liberty Square, providing a wider variety of individual choice and desirable visitor
experiences, while preserving resources at Fort Sumter.

While both the no action alternative and the preferred alternative achieve a balance between
population and resource use which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of
life's amenities, the preferred alternative provides additional opportunities for visitors
originating from the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area to benefit from having a secondary
departure point on the east side of the river. The preferred alternative provides additional visitor
choice and opportunity for the local businesses to benefit from the secondary departure point.

Under both the no action and preferred alternatives, green space will continue to be preserved
in the area, thereby enhancing the quality of life. Depending on the specific site location of the
secondary departure point, opportunities exist for enhancing the quality of renewable
resources. The National Park Service will continue to meet goals regarding recycling and reuse
of resources at all of its facilities, including Liberty Square and the secondary departure point.

GENERAL SCHEDULE AND COSTS FOR THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The next step following the completion and approval of this environmental assessment and
“Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), would be the issuance of a prospectus advertising
the availability of a business opportunity for ferry passenger service from the Mount
Pleasant/East Cooper River area to Fort Sumter. This prospectus would allow all vendors a fair
and equal opportunity to provide the optimal level of visitor experience in compliance with the
1998 concession law (PL 105- 391). The National Park Service estimates that the prospectus will
be issued during the spring of 2004. For the period from January 2004 until a contract is signed,
the National Park Service will take steps to ensure that operations from the current departure
sites are unaffected.

Assuming the project is defined by the features identified in Table 3, the Class C estimate for the
project would be $5,129,563. In addition, annual operating costs are estimated to be $516,000,
bringing estimated total costs to $5,645,563.

_30_



MITIGATION MEASURES

Best management practices and mitigation measures would be used to prevent or minimize
potential adverse effects associated with the preferred action alternative. These practices and
measures would be incorporated into the project construction documents and plans to ensure
that major adverse impacts would not occur. Mitigation measures undertaken during project
implementation would include, but not strictly be limited to, those listed in Table 4.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT FURTHER ASSESSED

A number of alternatives for a secondary ferry departure point were considered but ultimately
rejected. These alternatives were developed during numerous National Park Service working
sessions or during the public scoping meetings that were held in March 2003. A number of
alternatives included water shuttles as an integral feature of the alternative. During the course of
planning and selection of the preferred alternative, the National Park Service work group
eliminated the concept of shuttles from further consideration in the general management plan
amendment and environmental assessment. The National Park Service recognizes that the
various entities in the Greater Charleston area will continue to explore the feasibility of linking
selected areas through the integration of water and/or surface oriented transportation systems,
which may complement the action selected by the National Park Service. The National Park
Service supports these efforts and will continue to work with appropriate local, state and federal
agencies, as well as other organizations, in planning and implementing future regional
transportation systems.

The following is a summary of alternatives considered, and the reasons why they were not
further assessed.

Two ferry departure points, one at Liberty Square and one in the Mount Pleasant/East
Cooper River area, with a shuttle between the two departure points. This alternative was
eliminated because planning efforts for water shuttles are not thoroughly developed at this time,
and therefore, the shuttle concept is best considered as part of the Greater Charleston area
water transportation planning process as discussed above. The National Park Service supports
these efforts and will continue to work with appropriate local, state and federal agencies, as well
as other organizations, in planning and implementing future regional transportation systems.
This alternative was therefore eliminated from further consideration.

One ferry departure point from Liberty Square with a water shuttle between the East
Cooper River area and Liberty Square. This alternative was eliminated from further
consideration for several reasons. One departure point does not serve the purpose and need
identified by the public for more than one departure point and this alternative is dependent
upon a water shuttle. The use of a water shuttle dedicated to a route between Mount Pleasant
and Liberty Square would require visitors to add additional time and expense for their visit to
Fort Sumter. Therefore, this alternative was dismissed.
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TABLE 4

MITIGATION MEASURES AND BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Potential Adverse Effect

Mitigation Measure or Best Management Practice

Direct effects from
construction activities

Protection of all construction areas to confine potentially adverse
activities to the minimum area required for construction. All protection
measures would be clearly stated in the construction specifications, and
workers would be instructed to avoid conducting activities beyond the
construction zone.

Erosion resulting from
construction- related
surface disturbance

The contractor would be required to control erosion prior to, during
and following ground disturbing activities. Standard erosion control
measures would be used to minimize soil erosion. Erosion barriers
would be inspected and maintained regularly to ensure effectiveness.
The primary measure used to control stormwater runoff would be
installation of temporary silt fencing. Silt fences are made of synthetic
fabric and are placed in drainage contours to trap sediments generated
during construction.

Construction would affect
areas previously
undisturbed

Construction activities would take advantage, where possible, of sites
where previous disturbance has already taken place.

Contamination of soil by
petrochemicals from
construction equipment
and maintenance of ferry
system

Areas used for equipment maintenance and refueling would be
minimized, and surface runoff in these areas would be controlled.
Equipment would be checked frequently to minimize leaks and
potential contamination. All chemicals used in the construction and
operation of the ferry departure point would be transported, stored,
and used following federal, state, and local regulations and standards.

Direct effects from
construction and
operation of new
departure on threatened
and endangered species,

Impacts on these species during construction will be avoided by
conducting surveys of proposed ferry departure sites and avoiding as
necessary during conceptual design state. Best management erosion
control practices will also be employed to minimize impacts on aquatic
species caused by soil erosion during construction. During operation,

wildlife, and habitat potential effects on these species will be avoided by timing of any
required maintenance dredging to mid- winter periods when spawning
is not occurring.

Wildlife disturbance To reduce potential impacts on wildlife, construction activities

resulting from
construction activities,
including noise

occurring near sensitive habitats would be scheduled to minimize
potential impacts during periods of breeding, nesting and rearing of
young. Construction would occur only during daylight hours to reduce
effects on nocturnal foraging or rest.
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TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)

MITIGATION MEASURES AND BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Potential Adverse Effect

Mitigation Measure or Best Management Practice

Direct effects from
construction and
operation of secondary
departure point on the
visitor experience and park
staff

To lessen adverse effects on the visitor experience, construction
information would be posted in strategic locations and made available
on the park’s website. Construction would utilize a rotation system to
minimize disruption of visitor access and use of the ferry departure
point area. Where possible, all construction activities would be timed to
avoid high visitor use periods. In the design stage, every effort would be
made to buffer the noise generated by construction activities.

Protection of cultural
resources

To determine the levels of previous disturbance, to avoid damage to
previously unknown archaeological or historical resources, qualified
scientists will conduct archaeological survey and testing activities in
previously undisturbed areas prior to ground disturbing activities. If
any resources are encountered, adequate mitigation of project impacts
(in consultation with appropriate agencies) or adjustment of the project
design will take place to avoid or limit the adverse effects on prehistoric
and historic archaeological resources. Avoid known historic structures
and archaeological sites, whenever possible. If avoidance is not
possible, mitigate impacts through salvage and documentation, as
appropriate. Educate personnel about the nature of the cultural
resources at the project site and the need for protection. Monitor
construction activities and include stop- work provisions in
construction documents should archaeological or paleontological
resources be uncovered.

Discovery of unknown
archeological resources or
human remains

If previously unknown archaeological resources are discovered, work
will be stopped in the area of any discovery and the park would consult
with affiliated tribes, the National Park Service Southeast
Archaeological Center, the State Historic Preservation Officer and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, as appropriate.

Visitor experience

Prepare bulletins to educate visitors on the purpose of projects.

Public health and safety

Provide traffic flow control, signage and flagging to protect visitor and
staff safety during construction activities.

Disturbance of state
and/or federally listed
plant and animal species

In construction areas near listed plant and animal species, identify, flag,
and avoid these species to eliminate potential adverse effects. Conduct
initial inventories to determine presence of these species and avoid as
necessary in conceptual design phase.
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TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)

MITIGATION MEASURES AND BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Potential Adverse Effect

Mitigation Measure or Best Management Practice

Wetland and floodplains
impacts

Because the secondary ferry departure point is water based, it would be
located at least in part within the 100- year floodplain of the Cooper
River. In addition, wetlands and estuarine benthic habitat would
typically be associated with any departure point site and could
disturbed during construction. The National Park Service will conduct
surveys of the existing resources at proposed sites and define the types,
acreages, functions and values of all freshwater and salt water wetlands
prior to construction. Measures to avoid and then to minimize impacts
on wetlands on a proposed site would then be developed and integrated
into the design of the project. A similar assessment of the effects of the
project on sensitive estuarine benthic habitat would be conducted, and
the extent of dredging required to construct and maintain any new
docking areas would be assessed, and measures to avoid and minimize
these impacts would be developed early in the design phase for the
projects. These measures would allow the project to meet the
requirements of the Section 404(b)(1) Clean Water Act Guidelines for
activities involving filling of waters of the United States.
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Triangular Route for continuous ferry service between Liberty Square, the Mount
Pleasant/East Cooper River area, and Fort Sumter. This alternative was eliminated because
of the added travel time for either departing or returning trips to Fort Sumter. The continuous
service would add approximately 45 minutes to each trip, with no value added, affecting
schedules, and reducing the overall number of total trips possible. The number of ferry boats
would be increased to maintain the current schedule. This alternative would not allow for an
increased number of departures. Scheduling would be difficult, limit options, and add operating
costs without benefit. This alternative would not improve the visitor experience. This alternative
was therefore eliminated.

Patriots Point, in lieu of Liberty Square, as the primary departure point, and downtown
Charleston as the secondary departure point. This alternative was eliminated from further
consideration because it does not meet the purpose and need for a secondary departure point.
The purpose is to add a departure point, and not eliminate the existing National Park Service
facilities at Liberty Square that currently provide excellent visitor services.

Water shuttle or ferry service from North Charleston, Noisette Creek Waterfront Park
connecting to Fort Sumter or to one or two departure points. In addition to the partial
dependency of this alternative on a water shuttle system, this alternative was rejected from
further consideration because a departure point in the North Charleston area would be located
too far from Fort Sumter to be practical from an operations and visitor’s experience perspective.
The current trip to and from Fort Sumter typically requires 2.25 hours from Liberty Square. This
includes one hour at Fort Sumter. A secondary departure point from North Charleston would
increase the time visitors spend on the ferry by as much as 30 to 45 minutes each way. In
addition, because of the travel time considerations, at least one more ferry would be required for
the park to meet the current visitor level daily capacity. Since the park can meet these capacities
with ferry boats located closer to Fort Sumter, this alternative is not practical given time and
financial constraints. This alternative was therefore eliminated from further consideration.
However, as stated above, the National Park Service recognizes that various entities in the
Greater Charleston area will continue to explore the feasibility of linking selected areas through
the integration of water and/or surface transportation systems, which may complement the
action selected by the National Park Service. The National Park Service supports these efforts
and will continue to work with the appropriate local, state, and federal agencies, as well as other
organizations, in planning and implementing future regional transportation systems.

Multiple departure points with shuttles from various points in the harbor to the main
departure points (interconnectivity). In addition to the partial dependency of this alternative
on a water shuttle system, this alternative was rejected for the following reasons: the potential to
exceed the carrying capacity at Fort Sumter, the limitations of providing the visitor with the
opportunity to learn about the Civil War through interpretation and exhibits, the lack of a safe,
deep water access, and the increased cost and management requirements. Providing multiple
shuttle services and ferry departure points could exceed the carrying capacity for visitors at Fort
Sumter. It would be much more expensive to construct and operate numerous departure points
with several ferry boats providing visitor services compared to a single departure point, or
compared to a system involving two departure points. It would also be much more difficult to
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manage a multiple departure point system from an operations and safety perspective. The
multiple departure point alternative was therefore eliminated from further consideration.

Secondary departure point at the end of Market Street, Charleston. This alternative was
rejected because it would be located too close to the existing Liberty Square facility, which
would limit ferry service to one general location in the Charleston area. In addition, this
alternative does not take into consideration the needs of stakeholders in the Mount
Pleasant/East Cooper River area as identified in the various working group meetings and the
public scoping meetings. This alternative was therefore eliminated from further consideration.

HOW THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE MEET THE OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSED
ACTION

Alternative A, the no action alternative, would not meet the goals and objectives of the Fort
Sumter National Monument, for the following reasons:

Continuing operation of the park with only a single departure point would not be
responsive to stakeholder group requests for consideration of a secondary ferry departure
point. These requests have been made in response to the rapidly growing greater
Charleston area and the projected intense use of the park, and the concurrent need for a
modification of the original park vision.

The continuance of operations under the existing single departure point would ultimately
restrict the diversity and quality of the visitor’s experience, in view of the rapidly growing
nature of the area, and anticipated increased visitor demand.

Alternative B, the proposed action, would meet the goals and objectives of the Fort Sumter
National Monument for the following reasons:

Provision of a secondary departure point would allow visitors to access the park facilities
from both sides of the Cooper River, thereby better serving the greater region.

A secondary departure point would allow visitors more flexibility in making decisions
concerning how to gain access to the park.

A secondary departure point would allow for a more diverse visitor experience by
providing access to the park from a different part of Charleston Harbor. This experience
would provide another location for interpretative services to supplement the existing
facility, as well as provide for ferry services. An increased opportunity to expand
educational benefits to the community and region would also be realized.

A secondary departure point would allow operators to run ferry services from two
locations, providing direct and indirect economic benefits to the region.

A secondary departure point would allow visitors the opportunity to reduce the drive time
to reach a departure point within the Greater Charleston community.
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE EFFECTS

The terms used to define the magnitude or intensity of the effects (e.g., negligible, minor) are
described in Table 5. Table 6 compares and contrasts the alternatives and the degree to which
each accomplishes the purpose or fulfills the need identified in the “Purpose and Need” section.
A summary comparison of the effects of the alternatives, based on the evaluations of the impact
topics in the “Environmental Consequences” section of this environmental assessment, is
provided in Table 7.
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TABLE 5
IMPACT TOPIC THRESHOLD DEFINITIONS

Impact Topic Negligible Minor Moderate Major Duration
Hydrology and Impacts would not | Impacts would be Changes in water Changes in water Short- term -
water be detectable. measurable, but water | quality or hydrology | quality or hydrology Following
quality Water quality quality parameters would be readily would be readily implementation
parameters would | would be well within apparent, but water measurable, and some | activities, recovery
be well below all all water quality quality parameters quality parameters would take less than
water quality standards for the would be within all would periodically be | one year
standards for the designated use. Both water quality approached, equaled,
designated use of quality and quantity of | standards for the or exceeded. Flows Long- term -
the water. Both flows would be within | designated use. would be outside the Following
quality and the range of historical | Water quality or range of historic implementation
quantity of flows conditions, but flows would be conditions, and could | activities, recovery
would be within measurable changes outside historic include flow cessation | would take longer
historical from normal flows baseline on alimited | or flooding. Extensive | than one year
conditions. would occur. State time and space basis. | mitigation measures
water quality and Mitigation would be | would be necessary
antidegradation policy | necessary to offset and their success
would not be violated. | adverse effects, and would not be assured.
would likely be State water quality
successful. State regulations and
water quality and antidegradation policy
antidegradation may be violated.
policy would not be
violated.
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TABLE 5 (CONTINUED)

IMPACT TOPIC THRESHOLD DEFINITIONS

Impact Topic Negligible Minor Moderate Major Duration

Wetlands and Wetlands or The effects to wetlands | The alternative Effects to wetlands or | Short- term -

floodplains floodplains would | or floodplains would would result in effect | floodplains would be Following
not be affected, or | be detectable and to wetlands or observable over a implementation,
effects to the relatively small in terms | floodplains that relatively large area, recovery would take
resource would be | of area and the nature | would be readily and would require a less than one year
below or at the of the change. AU.S. apparent, such thata | U.S. Army Corps of Long- term -
lower levels of Army Corps of U.S. Army Corpsof | Engineers 404 permit. | Following
detection. No U.S. | Engineers 404 permit | Engineer 404 permit | The character of the implementation,
Army Corps of would not be required. | could be required. wetland or floodplain | recovery would take
Engineers 404 would be substantially | longer than one year
permit would be changed.
necessary.

Soils Soils would notbe | The effects to soils The effect on soil The effect on soil Short- term — Effects
affected or the would be detectable. productivity or productivity or fertility | only during project
effects to soils Effects to soil fertility would be would be readily implementation
would be below or | productivity or fertility | readily apparent, and | apparent, and activities
at the lower levels | would be small, as resultin a change to | substantially change Long- term — Effects
of detection. Any would the area the soil character the character of the extend beyond
effects to soil affected. If mitigation | over a relatively wide | soils over a large area in | project
productivity or was needed to offset area. and out of the park. implementation
fertility would be adverse effects, it Mitigation measures to | activities.
slight. would be relatively offset adverse effects

simple to implement would be needed,

and would likely be
successful.

extensive and their
success would not be
guaranteed.
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TABLE 5 (CONTINUED)

IMPACT TOPIC THRESHOLD DEFINITIONS

Impact Topic Negligible Minor Moderate Major Duration
Vegetation Individual native Effects to native plants | A change would Effects to native plant | Short- term -
plants may would be measurable occur to the native communities would be | Recovers in less than
occasionally be or perceptible, but plant community readily apparent, and 1year

affected, but
measurable or
perceptible changes
in plant community
size, integrity, or
continuity would
not occur.

would be localized
within a small area. The
viability of the plant
community would not
be affected and the
community, if left
alone, would recover.

over a relatively large
area that would be
readily measurable in
terms of abundance,
distribution,
quantity, or quality.
Mitigation measures
to offset/minimize
adverse effects would
be necessary and
would likely be

successful.

would substantially
change vegetative
community types over
a large area, inside and
outside the park.
Extensive mitigation
would be necessary to
offset adverse effects
and their success
would not be assured.

Long- term - Takes
more than 1 year to
recover
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TABLE 5 (CONTINUED)

IMPACT TOPIC THRESHOLD DEFINITIONS

Impact Topic Negligible Minor Moderate Major Duration
Wildlife and Wildlife and Effects to wildlife and | A change in wildlife | Effects to wildlife and | Plants and Animals
Aquatic Life aquatic life would | aquatic life would be and aquatic life aquatic life would be Short- term -
not be affected or measurable or would occur over a readily apparent, and Recovers in less than
the effects would perceptible, but relatively large area. | would substantially 1year

be at or below the
level of detection
and would not be
measurable or of
perceptible
consequence to
wildlife
populations.

localized within a small
area. While the
mortality of an
individual animal might
occur, the viability of
wildlife populations
would not be affected
and the community, if
left alone, would
recover.

The change would be
readily measurable in
terms of abundance,
distribution,
quantity, or quality of
population.
Mitigation measures
would be necessary
to offset adverse
effects, and they
would likely be
successful.

change wildlife
populations over a
large area in and out of
the national park.
Extensive mitigation
would be needed to
offset adverse effects,
and its success could
not be assured.

Long- term - Takes
more than 1 year to
recover
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TABLE 5 (CONTINUED)
IMPACT TOPIC THRESHOLD DEFINITIONS

Impact Topic Negligible Minor Moderate Major Duration
Endangered, No Effect: Impacts | May Affect/Is Not May Affect/Likely to | Likely to jeopardize the | Short- term — Effects
threatened, and | would not affect Likely to Adversely Adversely Affect: continued existence of | only during project
protected listed or protected | Affect: Effects on Adverse effects to a a species/Adversely implementation
species, and species or special status species listed species might modify critical habitat: | activities
critical habitats | designated critical | would be discountable | occur as a result of Effects could Long- term — Effects
habitat. (i.e., adverse effects are | the proposed action | jeopardize the extend beyond
unlikely to occur or and the effect would | continued existence of | project
could not be either not be a listed or proposed implementation
meaningfully discountable or species or adversely activities
measured, detected, or | completely modify designated
evaluated) or beneficial. Moderate | critical habitat within
completely beneficial. | impacts to species and/or outside the park
would resultin a boundaries. Major
local population impacts would involve
decline due to a disruption of habitat
reduced and breeding grounds
survivorship, of a protected species
declines in such that casualty or
population, and/ora | mortality would result
shift in the in removal of
distribution; no individuals of a
casualty or mortality | protected species from
would occur. the population.
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TABLE 5 (CONTINUED)

IMPACT TOPIC THRESHOLD DEFINITIONS

Impact Topic Negligible Minor Moderate Major Duration
Cultural The effectisatthe | Archaeological Archeological Archaeological Short- term - Effects
Resources lowest levels of resources—affects an resources—affects an | resources—affects an on the natural

detection— barely
perceptible and not
measurable.

archeological site(s)
with modest data
potential and no
significant ties to a
living community’s
cultural identity.

National Register
properties—does not
affect the character-
defining features of a
National Register of
Historic Places eligible
or listed structure, site,
district, or cultural
landscape.

archeological site(s)
with high data
potential and no
significant ties to a
living community’s
cultural identity.

National Register
properties—changes
a character defining
feature(s) of the
eligible or listed
structures, sites,
districts, or cultural
landscapes, but does
not diminish the
integrity of the
resource to the

archeological site(s)
with exceptional data
potential or that has
significant ties to a
living community’s
cultural identity.

National Register
properties—changes a
character defining
feature(s) of a National
Register eligible or
listed structure, site,
district, or cultural
landscape, diminishing
the integrity of the
resource to the extent
that it is no longer

elements of a cultural
landscape may be
comparatively short-
term (e.g.,3to5
years) until new
vegetation grows or
historic plantings are
restored.

Long- term -

Because most
cultural resources are
non- renewable, any
effects on
archeological,
historic, or
ethnographic
resources, and on
most elements of a
cultural landscape,

extent that its eligible to be listed in would be long- term.
National Register the National Register.

eligibility is

jeopardized.
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TABLE 5 (CONTINUED)

IMPACT TOPIC THRESHOLD DEFINITIONS

Impact Topic Negligible Minor Moderate Major Duration
Visitor use and Visitors would not | Changes in visitor use | Changes in visitor use | Changes in visitor use | Short- term — Effects
experience be affected, or and/or experience and/or experience and/or experience occur only during
changes in visitor would be detectable, would be readily would be readily project
use and/or although the changes apparent. The visitor | apparent and have implementation
experience would | would be slight. The would be aware of important activities
be below or at the visitor would be aware | the effects associated | consequences. The
level of detection. of the effects with the alternative visitor would be aware | Long- term — Effects
The visitor would associated with the and would likely be of the effects extend beyond
not likely be aware | alternative, but the able to express an associated with the project
of the effects effects would be slight. | opinion about the alternative and would | implementation
associated with the changes. likely express a strong | activities
alternative. opinion about the
changes.
Social and Impacts would Impacts would result if | Impacts would occur | Impacts would occur if | Short- term — Effects
Economic occur if effects effects were slightly if impacts were effects would be highly | occur only during
Considerations | were not detectable | detectable, but would | clearly detectable and | noticeable and would | project
and would have no | not be expected to could have an result in substantial implementation
discernible effect have an overall effect appreciable effect on | changes to the activities
on the on the demographics, | the demographics, demographics,
demographics, economy and tourism. | economy and economy and tourism. | Long- term — Effects
economy, and tourism. extend beyond
tourism. project
implementation
activities
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TABLE 5 (CONTINUED)

IMPACT TOPIC THRESHOLD DEFINITIONS

Impact Topic Negligible Minor Moderate Major Duration

Park operations | Park operations The effect would be The effects would be | The effects would be Short- term — Effects
would not be detectable but would readily apparent and | readily apparent and occur only during
affected or the be of a magnitude that | would resultin a would result in a project
effect would be at would not have an substantial change in | substantial change in implementation
or below the lower | appreciable adverse or | park operationsina | park operationsin a activities

levels of detection,

beneficial effect on

manner noticeable to

manner noticeable to

and would not have | park operations. If staff and the public. staff and the public and | Long- term — Effects
an appreciable mitigation were needed | Mitigation measures | be markedly different | extend beyond
effect on park to offset adverse would probably be from existing project
operations. effects, it would be necessary to offset operations. Mitigation | implementation
relatively simple and adverse effects and measures to offset activities
likely successful. would likely be adverse effects would
successful. be needed, would be
extensive, and their
success could not be
guaranteed.
Transportation | Effects would not | Effects would be Impacts are clearly Impacts would havea | Short- term — Effects
be detectable and slightly detectable but | detectable and could | substantial, highly occur only during

would have no
discernible effect
on traffic flow
and/or traffic safety
conditions.

not expected to have
an overall effect on
traffic flow and/or
traffic safety
conditions.

have an appreciable

effect on traffic flow
and/or traffic safety

conditions.

noticeable influence on
traffic flow and/or
traffic safety
conditions.

project
implementation
activities

Long- term — Effects
extend beyond
project
implementation
activities
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TABLE 6
COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES AND EXTENT TO WHICH EACH ALTERNATIVE
MEETS THE PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Alternative A — No Action/Continue
Current Management

Alternative B — Preferred Alternative

The no action alternative, continued
operation of one ferry departure point
from Liberty Square to Fort Sumter, while
meeting the short- term needs of the
public, does not meet the increased
demand for alternative means of water
transport to Fort Sumter. Given the rapid
growth in the greater Charleston area and
the projected intense use of the park, this
would constitute a long- term, minor to
moderate, adverse effect. Under the no
action alternative, impacts on natural and
cultural resources would be negligible.

While the no action alternative preserves
the important historic, cultural and natural
aspects of the park and region, it does not
provide the widest range of beneficial uses
and visitor experiences.

Does Project Meet Objectives?

No. Continuing the existing single-
departure point to Fort Sumter from
Liberty Square would not provide the
widest range of beneficial uses and visitor
experiences.

The preferred alternative of providing a
secondary ferry departure point in the Mount
Pleasant/East Cooper River area while
maintaining the Liberty Square primary
departure point would attain the widest range
of beneficial uses of the environment, resource
protection, visitor safety and enjoyment, and
cultural resource protection, without
degradation of resources. Alternative B would
provide a high quality and conveniently
located, ferry facility that would service the
Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area and
beyond. The secondary departure point would
provide convenient access to the park from the
east side of the Cooper River, as well as provide
National Park Service interpretive services for
visitors. The majority of the environmental
impacts of constructing and operating a
secondary departure point in the Mount
Pleasant/East Cooper River area would be
negligible to minor, long- term, adverse effects.
Moderate, long- term, direct adverse impacts
are projected for some resources areas, but
these can all be avoided or minimized through
careful site selection, on- site design and
implementation of mitigation measures. A site-
specific environmental assessment will also be
required to assure that potentially adverse
effects are avoided or minimized in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act
and other state, federal and local requirements.

Does Project Meet Objectives?

Yes. The preferred alternative would provide a
long- term solution to the area’s need for a
secondary ferry departure point, allowing the
widest range of beneficial uses of the
environment, resource protection, visitor safety
and enjoyment, and cultural resource
protection, without degradation of resources.
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TABLE 7

COMPARISON OF IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Impact Topic Alternative A: No Action/Continue Current Alternative B: Preferred Alternative
Management

Hydrology and | Stormwater runoff from impervious areas at the Alternative B would have negligible, adverse effects on the

Water Quality | Liberty Square facility during continued operation surface water quality and hydrology of the Cooper River

under the no action alternative would constitute a
negligible, long- term adverse effect on local or
regional surface water quality and hydrology.
Stormwater runoff associated with the no action
alternative would have negligible, long- term
cumulative adverse effects on surface water quality
since the amount of runoff is very small in
comparison with the amounts contributed by the
surrounding urbanized area.

Under the no action alternative, dredging by the US
Army Corps of Engineers in Charleston Harbor
would be conducted regardless of the presence of the
National Park Service facility at Liberty Square. No
dredging impacts associated with Liberty Square
would occur.

or other bodies of water in the vicinity of ferry operations.
All actions associated with the secondary ferry departure
point would be localized in nature and would have no
adverse effect on hydrology of the estuary.

Construction of a secondary ferry departure point facility
under Alternative B would potentially have minor, short-
term, adverse effects on water quality associated with
potential ground disturbing activities such as the dock,
access roads, or parking areas. These adverse effects
would be minimized and mitigated by implementation of
best management practices.

Operation of a secondary ferry departure point facility
under Alternative B would have minor, to moderate, long-
term, adverse effects on water quality and hydrology
related to maintenance dredging and stormwater runoff.
These effects would be mitigated by implementation of
suitable best management practices. Treated wastewater
volumes would not increase appreciably compared to
existing conditions, therefore, negligible, adverse, long-
term effects would occur in the local, Mount Pleasant
service area.
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TABLE 7 (CONTINUED)
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Impact Topic Alternative A: No Action/Continue Current Alternative B: Preferred Alternative
Management
Wetlands and | The no action alternative would have no adverse The proposed second ferry departure point would have
Floodplains effects on wetlands since no wetlands occur on the moderate, direct, long- term, adverse effects on wetlands
site and no construction is planned. This alternative | in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area, and minor,
would have long- term, negligible, adverse effects on | direct, long- term adverse effects on floodplains in this
the local floodplain since it would continue to area. Effects on wetlands and floodplains would be largely
operate in a floodplain area. avoided and/or minimized through proper site selection
and planning during the subsequent site- specific
environmental assessment process.

Soils The no action alternative would result in no effects Short- term, adverse, local, negligible effects to soils in the
on soils, since no construction or soil disturbing Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area under Alternative
activities are planned. B would result from potential ground disturbance

activities. Soils in this urbanized area have likely been
previously disturbed, and effects would be mitigated
through the use of best management practices.
Vegetation, The no action alternative would result in no adverse | Under Alternative B, negligible to minor, short- and long-
Wildlife and effects on terrestrial or aquatic wildlife or habitat, term, localized adverse effects to vegetation, wildlife, and
Aquatic since no additional activities or construction of aquatic resources would result from construction (if
Resources

facilities are planned.

required) and operation of a secondary ferry departure
point.
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TABLE 7 (CONTINUED)
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Impact Topic Alternative A: No Action/Continue Current Alternative B: Preferred Alternative
Management
Endangered, The no action alternative may affect but is not likely | Alternative B may affect but is not likely to adversely affect
Threatened, or | to adversely affect state or federally listed species of | state and federally listed species in the Mount
Protected plants and animals. These species are extremely rare | Pleasant/East Cooper River area, along the ferry route to
Species and and would only occasionally occur in the vicinity of Fort Sumter, or in the vicinity of Fort Sumter. These
Critical Habitats Liberty Square, Fort Sumter, or along the ferry route | species are extremely rare and would only occasionally
to Fort Sumter. occur in the vicinity of Liberty Square, Fort Sumter, or
along the ferry route to Fort Sumter.
Cultural No new soil disturbance, excavation, or construction | Construction of a proposed secondary departure point in
Resources under the no action alternative is proposed in previously undisturbed areas under Alternative B may

previously undisturbed areas. The no action
alternative would not have any effect on
archaeological sites, historic structures, cultural
landscapes, ethnographic resources or museum
collections.

have potential long- term, direct or indirect, adverse
effects on cultural resources. However, effects on these
resources would be largely avoided and/or minimized
through proper site selection and planning during the site-
specific environmental assessment process. Alternative B
would potentially make a minor contribution to long-
term, adverse, cumulative effects on cultural resources
outside the park.
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TABLE 7 (CONTINUED)
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Impact Topic

Alternative A: No Action/Continue Current
Management

Alternative B: Preferred Alternative

Visitor Use and
Experience

Alternative A would have long- term, moderate to
major, beneficial effects on visitor use and experience
because the facilities at Liberty Square would
continue to be available to all Fort Sumter visitors
and they would receive detailed information
concerning the history of Fort Sumter and the
regional historical context. Long- term, minor to
moderate, adverse effects may occur to visitors from
the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area due to
traffic congestion in crossing the Cooper River. This
would be partially relieved when the new Cooper
River Bridge is open to traffic. If visitors are limited
to one departure point located in a congested area,
some visitors may choose not to visit Fort Sumter.

Alternative B provides long- term, moderate to major,
beneficial effects on visitor use and experience by
providing visitors with a choice for their departure point
in addition to contributing to local, regional, and national
efforts to preserve cultural resources and to interpret them
for public education and enjoyment. Short- term, minor,
adverse effects on visitor use and experience may occur
during construction of the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper
River departure facilities, if required. Short- and long-
term, minor, beneficial effects may occur to visitors from
the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area due to
avoidance of the traffic congestion in crossing the Cooper
River. This would be partially relieved when the new
Cooper River Bridge is open to traffic, but departure
facilities on both sides of the Cooper River would still be
more convenient to visitors than would one departure
facility, providing a long- term, beneficial, moderate effect
on visitor use and experience.
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TABLE 7 (CONTINUED)
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Impact Topic

Alternative A: No Action/Continue Current
Management

Alternative B: Preferred Alternative

Social and
Economic
Considerations

The no action alternative would have no short- or
long- term, effect on demographics in the greater
Charleston area. The no action alternative would
have negligible, short- and long- term adverse effects
on economics in the greater Charleston area. The no
action alternative would have minor, short- and
long- term adverse effect on tourism in the greater
Charleston area.

The preferred alternative would have no short- or long-
term, effect on demographics in the greater Charleston
area. The no action alternative would have negligible,
short- and long- term beneficial effects on economics in
the greater Charleston area. The preferred alternative
would have no short- or long- term effect on tourism in
the greater Charleston area.
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TABLE 7 (CONTINUED)
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Impact Topic Alternative A: No Action/Continue Current Alternative B: Preferred Alternative
Management
Park Operations | Implementation of Alternative A would continue the | Implementation of Alternative B would cause increased

current management strategies, and there would be costs for maintenance and two additional maintenance

no change in park operations. Under Alternative A, personnel, additional personnel time to manage the

ferry departures would continue to occur from concessionaire contract, and an estimated six additional

Liberty Square, and park staff would continue to personnel needed to provide interpretive services.

operate and maintain facilities comparable to existing | Provision of these staff and materials would have long-

conditions. Visitation to the facilities at Liberty term, major beneficial impacts on park operations. The

Square would be expected to increase over time, increase in park staff in interpretive and maintenance

creating a long- term need for additional park staff to | personnel would distribute workloads and result in more

respond to the need for additional park services. dispersed operations. Additional staff members would

Existing staff shortages, such as skilled craftsmen, if | allow for a higher level of monitoring visitor activities and

not filled in the future, would create short- term and | educating visitors about park resources. Existing staff

long- term, negligible to minor, adverse effects. shortages, such as skilled craftsmen, if not filled in the
future, would create short- term and long- term, negligible
to minor, adverse effects. If existing vacancies are not
filled, long- term, moderate to major, adverse effects could
be expected.

Transportation Alternative A would have negligible to minor, short- Alternative B, the Preferred Action, would have no direct

and long- term, adverse effects on local and regional
transportation from utilizing only the Liberty Square
departure point. Cumulative adverse effects would
also be considered negligible over the long- term.

or cumulative adverse or beneficial effect on the
transportation system in the Charleston or Mount
Pleasant area.
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, EVALUATION METHODOLOGY, AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

INTRODUCTION

This section describes the features of the affected environment and the potential environmental
consequences of Alternative A, no action, and Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative. It is
organized according to impact topics, which distill the issues and concerns into distinct subject
areas for analysis. This approach allows for a standardized comparison between alternatives
based on the most relevant issues. Only those topics retained for further consideration in the
general management plan amendment and environmental assessment are included in this
section.

The National Environmental Policy Act requires consideration of context, intensity and
duration of effects, indirect effects, cumulative effects, and measures to mitigate for effects. The
effects of the secondary ferry departure point alternative in this general management plan
amendment and environmental assessment are therefore defined using these terms. National
Park Service policy also requires that “impairment” of resources be evaluated in all
environmental documents.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Detailed information on resources as they relate to issues is provided prior to each impact topic
analysis. In general, for the No Action alternative, the affected environment is defined as the
existing National Park Service Liberty Square facility, the corridor within which ferry boats
carry visitors to and from Fort Sumter, and all areas within the boundaries of Fort Sumter. The
affected environment for the secondary ferry departure point is defined as the Mount
Pleasant/East Cooper River area, the ferry corridor to Fort Sumter, and Fort Sumter.

PARK DESCRIPTION

Fort Sumter sits on a man- made island of 2.5 acres located at the northeastern terminus of a
marshy shoal. The shoal extends east from James Island to the inlet of Charleston Harbor. Park
boundaries include 122.5 acres of submerged land surrounding the island. The entrance channel
of Charleston Harbor lies 1200 yards to the northeast. Beyond that is the southwestern terminus
of Sullivan’s Island where Fort Moultrie is located. To the south and west between Fort Sumter
and Fort Johnson on James Island, is a shoal and marsh area known as Spider Island. Spider
Island was developed as a spoil bank from earlier dredging of the south channel. To the south is
more shallow shoal and marsh extending to the southern limit of the Charleston Harbor
entrance- - Cummings Point on Morris Island. The City of Charleston is located 3.3 miles to the
northwest.

On November 7, 1986, Public Law 99- 637 authorized the Secretary of the Interior to acquire an
8.88- acre site along the Cooper River at the foot of Calhoun Street for the development of the
Liberty Square facility on the Charleston peninsula. The legislation also authorized the National
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Park Service to cooperate with the City of Charleston to lease a portion of the National Park
Service land for construction of the South Carolina Aquarium. In 1995, the Service leased a 1.5-
acre parcel of the ferry boat property to the City of Charleston for construction of the South
Carolina Aquarium.

The Liberty Square facility provides a departure point for visitors going to Fort Sumter,
including a pier, terminal building, utilities, and site improvements. Visitors can view
interpretive exhibits, interact with park staff, view Fort Sumter from the dock, purchase tickets,
and board a ferry to Fort Sumter. The site is the sole National Park Service- owned and operated
embarkation point for visitors to Fort Sumter. Visitors currently may also board a commercial
ferry to Fort Sumter at Patriots Point located in Mount Pleasant to the east, across the Cooper
River from Liberty Square.

PROJECT SITE DESCRIPTION

The proposed project area for the secondary ferry departure point encompasses the Mount
Pleasant/East Cooper River area along the shoreline. A specific project “site” has not yet been
identified, and therefore a site description is not included in this environmental assessment.
Once the prospectus process has been completed and a specific, secondary departure point has
been identified, an environmental assessment would be completed for this site.

For the no action alternative, the project site is defined as the existing primary departure point,
Liberty Square.

Since park operations at Fort Sumter are not expected to change under either Alternative A or B,
Fort Sumter is not the focus of this environmental assessment. Conditions at Fort Sumter would
remain similar to existing conditions, with similar numbers of visitors at the Fort.

METHODOLOGY
General Evaluation Methodology

The impact analyses and conclusions are based upon the review of existing literature and Fort
Sumter National Monument studies, information provided by local experts, other agencies,
professional judgments and park staff insights, the South Carolina State Historic Preservation
Office, and public input. An assessment of the effects of the alternatives is provided for each
resource topic that has been brought forward from the public scoping process. For each
resource topic, the analysis includes a brief description of the affected environment and an
evaluation of effects.

The impact analyses involved the following steps:

Identify the area that could be affected.

Compare the area of potential effect with the resources that are present.
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Identify the intensity (negligible, minor, moderate, or major), context (local, parkwide,
regional), duration (short- or long- term), and type (direct or indirect) of effect, both as a
result of this action and from a cumulative effects perspective.

Identify whether effects would be beneficial or adverse. The criteria used to define the
intensity of effects associated with the analyses are presented in Table 5.

Propose mitigation measures to be taken to protect natural and cultural resources as
applicable. Examples are provided in Table 4.

General Definitions

The following definitions were used to evaluate the context, intensity, and duration of effects
associated with project alternatives:

Context is the setting in which an impact is analyzed, such as local, parkwide, or region. The
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ 1978) requires that resource analyses include
discussions of context.

Effect Intensity - Refer to Table 5 for complete descriptions of effect intensities used to assess
effects for this analysis.

Duration of the effects in this analysis is defined as follows:

Short term — when effects occur only during construction or last less than one year; or

Long term — when effects that last longer than one year.

Direct versus Indirect Impacts - The following definitions of direct and indirect effects were
used in this evaluation:

Direct - an effect that is caused by an action and occurs at the same time and place; or

Indirect - an effect that is caused by an action but is later in time, or farther removed in
Distance, but still reasonably foreseeable.

Cultural Resource Analysis Method

Effects on cultural resources are described in terms of type, context, duration, and intensity, as
described above, which is consistent with the regulations of the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ 1978) that implement the National Environmental Policy Act. The impact analyses
are also used to comply with the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.

In accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations implementing
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR Part 8oo, Protection of Historic
Properties), effects on cultural resources were identified and evaluated by:

Determining the area of potential effects;

Identifying cultural resources present in the area of potential effects that are either listed in
or eligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places;
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Applying the criteria of adverse effect to affected cultural resources either listed in or
eligible for inclusion in the National Register; and

Considering ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects.

The Advisory Council’s regulations for Section 106 compliance require a determination of either
adverse effect or no adverse effect for cultural resources. An adverse effect occurs whenever an
impact alters, directly or indirectly, any characteristic of a cultural resource that qualifies it for
inclusion in the National Register. For example, this could include diminishing the integrity of
the resource’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Adverse
effects also include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the alternative that would occur
later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of
Adverse Effects). A determination of no adverse effect means there is an effect, but the effect
would not diminish in any way the characteristics of the cultural resource that qualify it for
inclusion in the National Register.

The Council on Environmental Quality regulations (CEQ 1978) and Director’s Order #12 and
Handbook: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision Making (NPS
2001b) call for a discussion of the appropriateness of mitigation, as well as an analysis of how
effective the mitigation would be in reducing the intensity of a potential impact, such as
reducing the intensity of an impact from major to moderate or minor. Any resulting reduction in
intensity of impact because of mitigation, however, is an estimate of the effectiveness of
mitigation under the National Environmental Policy Act only. It does not suggest that the level
of effect as defined by Section 106 is similarly reduced. Although adverse effects under Section
106 may be mitigated, the effect remains adverse.

A Section 106 summary is included in the impact analysis for cultural resources. The summary is
intended to meet the requirements of Section 106 and is an assessment of the effect of
implementing the alternative on cultural resources, based on the criterion of effect and criteria
of adverse effect found in the Advisory Council’s regulations.

Cumulative Effects Analysis Method

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ 1978) regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act require assessment of cumulative effects in the decision- making
process for federal projects. Cumulative effects are defined as "the impact on the environment
which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non- federal) or
person undertakes such other actions" (40 CFR 1508.7). Cumulative effects are considered for
both the no action and the preferred action alternatives, and are presented at the end of each
impact topic discussion analysis.

Cumulative effects were determined by combining the effects of the alternative with other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Therefore, it was necessary to identify other
past, ongoing, or reasonably foreseeable future actions at the park and in the Greater Charleston
area and Mount Pleasant. The number of visitors allowed at Fort Sumter is expected to remain
at or below existing levels, therefore cumulative effects for Fort Sumter would be considered

- 56-



similar to existing conditions. The number of visitors expected at Liberty Square is projected to
increase. However, effects could potentially be derived from continued regional development
on both public and private lands in the vicinity. Such urban development and other
infrastructure improvements include:

Charleston Harbor Deepening and Widening Project;

Charleston Harbor Project;

Cooper River Bridge Replacement Project Hwy 17 to Mount Pleasant;
Mount Pleasant Riverfront Park;

Expansion of Charleston Area Regional Transportation Authority (CARTA) Services in
Mount Pleasant;

Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area developments including projects associated with
the Patriots Point Development Authority, including Hilton Resort development and City
of Mount Pleasant multi- family re- zonings;

Charleston Downtown Waterfront mixed use development; and

Regional Development (including, but not limited to: Charleston Naval Base Adaptive
Reuse, Charleston International Airport Expansion, College of Charleston Expansion, and
City of North Charleston Noisette Project).

Impairment Analysis Method

In addition to determining the environmental consequences of the Preferred and No Action
alternatives, the 2001 National Park Service Management Policies and Director’s Order #12 (NPS
2001b) requires analysis of potential effects to determine if actions would impair park resources.

The fundamental purpose of the National Park Service, established by the Organic Act and
reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act, as amended, begins with a mandate to conserve park
resources and values. National Park Service managers must always seek ways to avoid or
minimize to the greatest degree practicable adverse effects on park resources and values.
However, the laws do give National Park Service management discretion to allow effects to park
resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purposes of a park, as long as
the impact does not constitute impairment of the affected resources and values. Although
Congress has given National Park Service management discretion to allow certain effects within
parks, that discretion is limited by statutory requirement that the National Park Service must
leave park resources and values unimpaired, unless a particular law directly and specifically
provides otherwise. The prohibited impairment is an effect that, in the professional judgment of
the responsible National Park Service manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or
values, including opportunities that otherwise would be present for the enjoyment of those
resources or values. An adverse effect to any park resource or value may constitute an
impairment. However, an impact would more likely constitute an impairment to the extent it
affects a resource or value whose conservation is:

Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or
proclamation of the park;
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Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the
park; or

Identified as a goal in the park's Master Plan or general management plan or other relevant
National Park Service planning documents.

Impairment may result from National Park Service activities in managing the park, visitor
activities or from activities undertaken by concessionaire, contractors, and others operating in
the park. A determination of impairment is made for each resource topic within each
"Conclusion" section of this environmental assessment under "Environmental Consequences."

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Affected Environment

This section describes the hydrology and water quality of the project area, which includes the
Charleston Harbor area, and the associated lower portions of the Cooper River in the vicinity of
Liberty Square and Mount Pleasant.

The Charleston Harbor Watershed

Key features of regional surface waters within the Charleston Harbor watershed are
summarized below from the Charleston Harbor Study (SCDHEC 2000).

The watershed lies entirely within the South Carolina Coastal Plain and consists of sedimentary
deposits of sand, gravel, clay, marl, and limestone resting on metamorphic and igneous rocks.
Overlying these deposits are marine and riverine sediments and a thin veneer of sand, clay, and
shell comprising Pleistocene and recent formations.

The Charleston Harbor estuary is formed by the confluence of the Ashley, Cooper, and Wando
rivers. The average depth of the estuary basin is 12 feet (3.7 m) at mean low water (MLW), but
navigation channels have been deepened to approximately 40 feet (12.2 m) MLW. The mean
tidal range is 5.2 feet (1.6 m), and spring tides average 6.2 feet (1.9 m).

The diversion of the Santee River into the Cooper in 1941 effectively increased the drainage area
of the Charleston Harbor Estuary over eleven times to a watershed of approximately 15,800
square miles (41,000 km®). The Cooper River was thus transformed from a tidal slough, and
Charleston Harbor was transformed from a well- mixed estuary to a partially- mixed estuary and
efficient sediment trap. Following the project's completion, the increased shoaling in the harbor
required annual removal of 7,600,000 cubic yards (5,800,000 m’) to maintain authorized
navigation channels. To alleviate the shoaling problems, an 11 mile (18- km) rediversion canal
from Lake Moultrie to the Santee River was constructed that reduced the Santee flow into the
Cooper River at Pinopolis Dam to approximately 4,520 cubic feet per second (128 m?/s).

Liberty Square Area

The Cooper River is approximately one mile wide in the vicinity of Liberty Square. The average
depth at mean low water is 10 to 25 feet, although a navigation channel in the river near the
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Town Creek Channel is maintained by periodic dredging by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
harbor maintenance program. The average tidal amplitude in the vicinity of Liberty Square is

approximately 5.2 feet. Flow velocities in the river are variable due to tidal flows and regulated
releases of fresh water from Lake Moultrie via Pinopolis Dam (SCDHEC 2000 and NPS 1997).

The majority of the shoreline of the Cooper River at Liberty Square is composed of
unconsolidated fill material or bulkheads. The bottom of the river along the shoreline at Liberty
Square is composed of a variety of mud, clay, sand, and shell fragments. Concrete docks and
wooden pilings support former or existing piers, trestles, and ship ways extend into the river at
several locations in downtown Charleston (SCDHEC 2000).

Stormwater in the vicinity of Liberty Square is collected by a municipal deep tunnel drainage
system before it is discharged into the Cooper River (Tucker 2003).

The nearest surface water source for the City of Charleston potable supply comes from the Back
River Reservoir, approximately 13 miles from Liberty Square (SCDHEC 2000).

Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River Area

The lower portion of the Cooper River estuary along the Mount Pleasant shoreline is
characterized by an extensive network of tidal creeks and freshwater channels. Tidal exchange
occurs with the ocean four times a day (2 high and 2 low tides). The main tidal creeks include
Shem Creek, located approximately 400 feet south of US Highway 17, and Hobcaw Creek,
located approximately 8,000 feet north of US Highway 17 in Mount Pleasant. The tidally
influenced Intercoastal Waterway is located in the southern portion of the Mount Pleasant/East
Cooper River area, between Sullivans Island and Mount Pleasant. Numerous smaller creeks and
drainages also occur in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area. Land elevations throughout
the area range from approximately 12 to 17 feet above sea- level, and stormwater drainage occurs
from upland areas to the estuary.

A large portion of the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area includes Patriots Point, a man-
made land mass located immediately south of Highway 17. This area consists largely of dredge
spoil material from Charleston Harbor (DePass 1978). The Patriots Point Development
Authority intends to apply for state and federal permits to perform maintenance dredging for an
access channel and ferry boat berthing area adjacent to the Patriots Point Naval Museum in
Mount Pleasant as well as for maintenance dredging in portions of the Charleston Harbor
Resort and Marina, located immediately to the south of the ferry boat facility. Approximately
69,000 cubic yards of material will be dredged from the area of the access channel and ferry boat
berthing area to meet the required depth and approximately 9,500 cubic yards of material will be
removed from the Charleston Harbor Marina.

Dredging operations will be conducted in accordance with permits requirements and US
Environmental Protection Agency, South Carolina Office of Coastal Resource Management,
South Carolina Department of Health and Environment, Bureau of Water Control and the US
Army Corps of Engineers standards. A sampling and analysis plan is required to assure that the
material to be dredged is suitable for upland disposal and to determine if the activity will affect
surrounding water quality.
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Regional Groundwater

The Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River Area is underlain by a series of aquifers and confining
units of the Atlantic Coastal Plain sediments. The upper surficial aquifer is composed of surficial
sands and clays and extends approximately 20 feet below the surface and is separated from the
lower surficial aquifer by a clay and sand layer. The lower surficial aquifer is directly connected
to the Cooper River, and its interface with the shipping channel is kept open by periodic
dredging by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (NPS 1997). Approximately 66 percent
of drinking water distributed by the Mount Pleasant waterworks is derived from the
Middendorf Aquifer which is located between 1800 and 2000 feet below the ground surface
(Mount Pleasant Waterworks 2002). Groundwater generally moves from toward the east-
southeast in the region.

Regional Water Quality

The water quality in Charleston Harbor is generally considered good, but problems do exist
according to local studies conducted (SCDHEC 2000, 2000a). Wasteload assimilation, nonpoint
source runoff impacts, and toxic pollutants are problems. Ninety- five per cent of the total
pollutant loading in the Cooper River are from point sources (pollutants emanating from a
confined, discrete source) and of human origin. Due to decreasing dissolved oxygen and
increasing levels of turbidity and coliform bacteria, some important areas of the Charleston
Harbor Estuary only partially support aquatic life and recreational uses.

Trends of decreasing nutrient concentrations suggest some improvements in water quality,
although some estuarine zones in tributary subbasins still exhibit high nutrient concentrations
and hypereutrophic conditions. The estuary also contains several "hot spots" where heavy
metals and organic compounds exceed the low range for toxic effects on estuarine organisms. In
some areas, fish advisories have been issued for mercury (SCDHEC 2002a).

The Charleston Harbor estuary has a high ratio of intertidal marsh to water surface area (> 3:1)
and a large, consistent tidal range. These conditions, in combination with high rates of primary
production and nutrient cycling in the wetlands, contribute significantly to the role of intertidal
marshes in affecting estuarine water quality. Intertidal marshes tend to remove inorganic
nitrogen (as nitrate) and export organic matter and perhaps ammonia. These factors directly
influence biochemical oxygen demand and oxygen dynamics, as well as eutrophication levels
(SCDHEC 2000).

The Charleston Harbor Estuary is managed as a single homogeneous unit by current water
quality (Clean Water Act 1972) and coastal resource management standards (Coastal Zone
Management Act 1972). With the exception of Shem Creek, the South Carolina Department of
Health and Environmental Control (SDHEC 2002 a) has classified the entire Charleston
Harbor, including the area in the vicinity of the Liberty Square facility and the Mount
Pleasant/East Cooper River Area, as follows:

Aquatic life use support: Fully supported

Recreational use support: Fully supported
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Shem Creek is listed as only partially supporting these two uses because of problems with
elevated levels of fecal coliform bacteria and low dissolved oxygen levels, according to the
SCDHEC 303(d) report (SDHEC 2002 b). Consequently, this tidal creek has been placed on the
303(d) list, which is a state listing of impaired and threatened waterbodies.

The National Park Service requires ferry boats to comply with United States Coast Guard
requirements for sewage disposal. Ferry boats are not allowed to pump treated wastewater into
the Charleston Harbor within 500 yards of any National Park Service dock or any other
structure along the water’s edge at Liberty Square.

Impacts of Alternative A: No Action / Continue Current Management

Under Alternative A, no construction of any new facilities at Liberty Square or Fort Sumter
would occur. Consequently, this alternative would have no adverse direct impacts on water
quality, hydrology, or hydrogeology that are associated with construction activities.

During operation, the National Park Service would not conduct maintenance dredging of the
ferry dock area at Liberty Square under the no action alternative. However, the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers conducts periodic maintenance dredging in the Charleston Harbor as part of their
ongoing Harbor Maintenance Program (Tucker 2003). There would be no dredging impacts
associated with Liberty Square under the no action alternative.

During operation of the Liberty Square facility, stormwater flow from impervious areas would
continue to flow into the existing storm drainage system. This would constitute a negligible,
long- term, adverse effect on water quality of the adjacent Cooper River estuary, since the
relative amount of runoff contributed is very low in comparison with the surrounding area.

The no action alternative would have no adverse effect on the hydrology of the Cooper River or
other bodies of water in the project area. All actions associated with the no action alternative are
localized in nature and would have no adverse effect on regional hydrology, surface water
quality or ground water quality.

There would be no increase in the amount of wastewater generated onboard the ferry boats
since the number of trips to Fort Sumter would not increase. Increases in the amount of
wastewater generated at Liberty Square would increase relative to increases in the number of
visitors using this facility. However, compared to the Charleston area, the adverse effects of
treating this amount of wastewater would be considered negligible and long- term on a local and
regional level.

Cumulative effects. During operation, the amount of stormwater runoff from the Liberty
Square facility would be negligible compared with the amount of nonpoint runoff from the
surrounding City of Charleston. This alternative would therefore have negligible, long- term
cumulative adverse effects on water quality with respect to stormwater runoff. Dredging in the
Charleston Harbor by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would be conducted regardless of the
National Park Service presence.
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Conclusion. Stormwater runoff from paved or impervious areas comprising the Liberty Square
facility would occur during operation. Compared with the amount of nonpoint runoff from the
surrounding urbanized City of Charleston, this would constitute a negligible, long- term adverse
effect on water quality. There would be no adverse effects on local or regional hydrology or
ground water quality. The no action alternative would have negligible, long- term cumulative
adverse effects on water quality with respect to stormwater runoff.

Dredging of the Charleston Harbor by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would be conducted
regardless of the National Park Service presence.

Alternative A would not produce major adverse impacts on water quality and hydrology whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation
of the park, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or opportunities for enjoyment
of the park, or (3) identified as a goal in National Park Service planning documents.
Consequently, there would be no impairment of water quality and hydrology as a result of the
implementation of Alternative A.

Impacts of Alternative B: The Preferred Alternative

Alternative B would involve construction of a secondary ferry departure point at an
undetermined location in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area. Alternative B would have
a potential for producing soil erosion and surface water runoff during construction since some
degree of soil disturbance would occur. Possible facility construction that could involve ground
disturbing activities include the landward portion of the dock, the parking lot, any access road
construction if necessary, or other cleared areas. These types of construction activities, if
required, would result in minor, short- term, direct, adverse effects that would be mitigated by
the implementation of appropriate best management practices (see Table 4).

During operation, Alternative B would result in minor to moderate, long- term adverse effects
on water quality since maintenance dredging of a new or previously existing dock area would
most likely be required, depending on the departure point location selected. These adverse
effects would be mitigated by implementing best management practices such as silt curtains and
timing of dredging to the period of lowest biological activity in mid- winter. Minor, long- term
adverse effects on water quality would also result from stormwater runoff from the facility
during operation. Adverse effects on groundwater from maintenance dredging would be
comparable to existing conditions.

Requirements for treated wastewater disposal from ferry boats originating from the Mount
Pleasant/East Cooper River departure point would be included in the future prospectus. Since
the total number of ferry boats operating is not expected to increase due to the unchanged
carrying capacity at Fort Sumter, wastewater volume would not increase, resulting in no
increase in effect compared to existing conditions. Wastewater generated as a result of either
using existing facilities or constructing new facilities along the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper
River would be similar to existing conditions or result in negligible adverse, long- term effects.
However, all wastes generated would be tied to existing sewer lines servicing Mount Pleasant
and treated wastewater volumes would not increase appreciably compared to existing
conditions.
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Alternative B would have negligible adverse effects on the hydrology of the Cooper River, other
bodies of water in the project area, or groundwater. All actions associated with the
implementation of Alternative B would be localized in nature and would have no adverse effect
on regional hydrology.

Cumulative Effects. Alternative B would result in minor short- term cumulative adverse effects
on water quality as a result of dredging. The localized area of dredging required for the
secondary ferry departure point dock would be small in comparison with the adverse effects of
the dredging involved with the ongoing Charleston Harbor maintenance program. Minor, long-
term cumulative effects on water quality would also result from stormwater runoff during
operation of a secondary departure point, since the total impervious area for the secondary ferry
departure point would be relatively small.

Conclusion. Alternative B would have negligible, adverse effects on the hydrology or ground
water quality of the Cooper River or other bodies of water in the vicinity of ferry operations. All
actions associated with the secondary ferry departure point would be localized in nature and
would have no adverse effect on hydrology of the estuary.

Construction of a secondary ferry departure point facility under Alternative B would potentially
have minor, short- term, adverse effects on water quality associated with potential ground
disturbing activities such as dock, access road, or parking area construction. These adverse
effects would be minimized and mitigated by implementation of best management practices.

Operation of a secondary ferry departure point facility under Alternative B would have minor to
moderate, long- term, adverse effects on water quality and hydrology related to maintenance
dredging and stormwater runoff. These adverse effects would be mitigated by implementation
of suitable best management practices. Treated wastewater volumes would not increase
appreciably compared to existing conditions, therefore, negligible, adverse, long- term effects
would occur in the local, Mount Pleasant service area.

Alternative B would not produce major adverse impacts on water quality and hydrology whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation
of the park, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or opportunities for enjoyment
of the park, or (3) identified as a goal in National Park Service planning documents.
Consequently, there would be no impairment of water quality and hydrology as a result of the
implementation of Alternative B.

WETLANDS AND FLOODPLAINS
Affected Environment
Wetlands

Wetland habitats do not occur at the Liberty Square facility. The site is located in an urbanized
section of Charleston that directly borders the Cooper River estuary. A vertical bulkhead is
located between the site and the river. The shoreline consists of fill material placed in the area
historically (NPS 1997).
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The Town of Mount Pleasant shoreline along the East Cooper River includes a variety of
freshwater and salt water wetlands, based on a site survey conducted in March 2003 and a
review of the available U.S. Fish and Wildlife National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps (USFWS
2003a). Two types of habitats are present — estuarine types associated with salt marshes, tidal
flats, mud bottoms, tidal channels, and open estuarine habitats, and; emergent and forested
wetlands associated with streams, ponds, lakes and freshwater depressions in the area. The
dominant vegetated wetland type is smooth cordgrass marsh. Other species of salt marsh plants
in the area include black needle rush (Juncus roemarianus), salt meadow cordgrass (Spartina
patens), glasswort (Sarcocornia perennis), and sea oxeye (Borrichia frutescens) (NPS 1998). This
habitat occurs in a well- developed fringe along the majority of the shoreline of the Mount
Pleasant/East Cooper River area, including tidal creeks. A variety of other wetland habitats also
occurs in this area, as summarized in Appendix B, Table B.1.

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service NWI maps (USFWS 2003 a) are useful as guides
during the planning stages of a project, but they do not allow for detailed assessment of the types
and acres of wetlands present and their associated functions and values. Consequently, formal
wetland delineations in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area would be conducted at a
future date as part of a separate, site- specific environmental assessment. A summary of the
functions and values of the types of habitats present in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River
area is provided in Appendix B.

Detailed summaries of the types, functions and values of wetlands in the South Carolina coastal
region are found in The Ecological Characterization of the Sea Island Coastal Region of South
Carolina and Georgia (USFWS 1980) and the Charleston Harbor Project report (SCDHEC
2000). Porcher (1995) provided a detailed assessment of selected unique and valuable plant
community types and natural areas in the Charleston area, including wetlands, as part of the
Charleston Harbor Study (SCDHEC 2000).

The National Park Service is directed to protect wetlands from adverse effects to the greatest
extent practicable (NPS 2002a). The National Park Service must avoid direct or indirect adverse
effects on wetlands, or where adverse effects cannot be avoided, degradation or loss must be
minimized by every practicable effort. Laws and regulations regarding wetlands and coastal
zone protection are identified in Table 1.

Floodplains

Liberty Square lies within the 100- year floodplain and the coastal high hazard zone (NPS 1997).
The base water flood elevation at the Liberty Square site is 17 feet (NPS 1997). This is defined as
“the height of the base flood, usually in feet, in relation to the National Geodetic Vertical Datum
of 1929, the North American Vertical Datum of 1988, or other datum referenced in the Flood
Insurance Study report, or average depth of the base flood, usually in feet, above the ground
surface” (FEMA 2003a, b). The East Cooper River/Mount Pleasant area along the shoreline also
lies within the 100- year floodplain and the coastal high hazard zone (FEMA 2003 b). However,
large portions of the area inland from the shore are located outside the 100- year floodplain
(DePass 1978).
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The entire City of Charleston is located within the 500- year flood zone (NPS 1997). The
majority of the City is located at a slightly higher elevation (4 foot maximum differential) than
Liberty Square (NPS 1997). There is little change in topography across the project area at this
location. The site would be inundated by floodwater in the event of a hurricane or major
tropical storm as a result. Facilities located in these coastal high- hazard areas are required to
meet Charleston County floodplain management standards.

A Statement of Findings for Executive Order 1988 “Floodplain Management” would be
conducted and included in the site- specific environmental assessment once a specific departure
point is identified.

Impacts of Alternative A: No Action / Continue Current Management

Wetlands

Since no wetlands are present at Liberty Square, continuing operation of ferry boats from this
location would have no direct or indirect adverse effects on wetlands. In addition, under the no
action alternative, no new facilities would be constructed at Fort Sumter that would effect
wetlands.

Floodplains

The existing facilities at Liberty Square are located in the 100- year floodplain. The area is
subject to flooding during hurricanes or large tropical storms. The area is highly developed, and
continued operation of Liberty Square relative to the surrounding urbanized City of Charleston
would result in long- term, negligible, adverse local floodplain effects.

Cumulative Effects. Under current management, the existing facility would have no adverse
effects on wetlands, and long- term, negligible, adverse effects on the local floodplain.

Conclusion. The no action alternative would result in no adverse effects of any type on
wetlands. This alternative would have long- term, negligible, adverse effects on the local
floodplain.

Alternative A would not produce major adverse impacts on floodplains or wetlands whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation
of the park, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or opportunities for enjoyment
of the park, or (3) identified as a goal in National Park Service planning documents.
Consequently, there would be no impairment of floodplains or wetlands as a result of the
implementation of Alternative A.

Impacts of Alternative B: The Preferred Alternative
Wetlands

The Preferred Alternative would have moderate, direct, long- term adverse effects on wetlands
at sites in Mount Pleasant along the East Cooper River, since any proposed ferry departure
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point would by necessity be located a in low lying waterfront area, probably occupied by smooth
cordgrass marsh. Alternative B could potentially result in effects on wetlands or floodplains that
would be readily apparent.

Ajoint state/federal permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would be required if
placement of fill in waters of the United States is involved. Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
Act (structures placed in navigable waters) would be addressed within the joint permit
application process. The Section 404 regulations require that the National Park Service would
be required to select the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. This process
would be documented in a site- specific National Environmental Policy Act environmental
assessment once a specific departure point is identified.

Floodplains

The location of a secondary departure point in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area
would occur within the 100- year floodplain. The facility would include paved areas, a dock and
ancillary facilities. If construction were necessary, this could result in increased runoff of
suspended material to the Cooper River estuary. During operation, any increase in impervious
surface could also potentially cause stormwater runoff into the Cooper River during storm
events. This would have minor, direct, long- term, adverse effects on floodplain values since the
facility is small in comparison to the built environment in the Mount Pleasant area.

The National Park Service is mandated under Director’s Order 77- 1 to avoid and minimize
potentially adverse effects through proper siting and design procedures that would be addressed
in a separate, site- specific environmental assessment. The specific mitigation measures listed in
Table 4 would be used to avoid or minimize effects on floodplains.

Cumulative effects. Under the Preferred Alternative, minor, long- term, direct, adverse effects
on floodplains would occur. The preferred alternative would have moderate, direct, long- term
impacts on wetlands. Urban development in the region has resulted in the presence of many
structures within the 100- year floodplain and filling of wetlands. The proposed secondary ferry
departure point would make a negligible to minor relative contribution to these regional effects,
however, since the acreage involved would be small, and mitigation measures would be taken to
avoid and minimize potential adverse effects during any construction and operation (see

Table 4).

Conclusion. The proposed second ferry departure point would have negligible to moderate,
long- term, adverse effects on floodplains and wetlands in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper
River area. However, these effects could be largely avoided and/or minimized through proper
site selection and planning during the environmental assessment process. Compensation in the
form of restoration would also be required to offset effects on wetlands.

Alternative B would not produce major adverse impacts on floodplains or wetlands whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation
of the park, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or opportunities for enjoyment
of the park, or (3) identified as a goal in National Park Service planning documents.
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Consequently, there would be no impairment of floodplains or wetlands as a result of the
implementation of Alternative B.

SOILS
Affected Environment

Liberty Square is located in a highly urbanized section of downtown Charleston. The soils at
Liberty Square have been previously disturbed during construction of the facility and consist of
artificial fill deposited along the Cooper River over the years (NPS 1997). Contaminated soils
were removed from the Liberty Square site during construction of the facility.

The Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area is also urbanized. Three soil series occur within the
Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area: Capers, Mine Pits and Dumps, and Tidal Marsh. These
soils and the soils of the entire Charleston Harbor area are mapped and discussed in detail in the
Soil Survey of Charleston County, South Carolina (USDA 1971). Charleston Harbor is located
entirely within the South Carolina Coastal Plain, which is characterized by very deep, poorly
drained, slowly permeable soils that formed in clayey marine sediments and alluvial materials
(Park 1985, SCDHEC 2000, USGS 1990). The Charleston Harbor watershed consists of
sedimentary deposits of sand, gravel, clay, marl, and limestone resting on metamorphic and
igneous rock. Overlying these deposits are marine and riverine sediments and a thin veneer of
sand, clay, and shell (SCDHEC 2000).

Impacts of Alternative A: No Action / Continue Current Management

Under Alternative A, no new facilities would be constructed. No ground disturbance would
occur and soils would not be impacted.

Cumulative effects. Under Alternative A, the existing facility would have no effects on soils.

Conclusion. Continuation of Alternative A would result in no effects on soils, since no
construction or soil disturbing activities are planned.

Alternative A would not produce major adverse effects on soils whose conservation is (1)
necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation of the park, (2) key
to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3)
identified as a goal in National Park Service planning documents. Consequently, there would be
no impairment of soils as a result of the implementation of Alternative A.

Impacts of Alternative B: The Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative could involve soil disturbance in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper
River area if construction of facilities is associated with a secondary ferry departure point. Soil
disturbances would be avoided if construction is not required. Soils in the urbanized Mount
Pleasant/East Cooper River area have likely been previously disturbed. Soil disturbance
associated with the Preferred Alternative would be considered a short- term, negligible, local,
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adverse effect. Specific details concerning acreages of soil disturbance would be addressed in a
future, site- specific environmental assessment.

Construction impacts such as soil erosion and fugitive dust would be mitigated by construction
site best management practices including watering and the use of silt fencing (Table 4).

Cumulative effects. Under the Preferred Alternative, negligible, short- term, adverse effects
could occur. Cumulatively, the preferred alternative would make no detectable contribution to
effects in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area since the area involved is estimated to be
relatively small, and the incremental adverse effects related to this alternative would be
negligible, localized and short- term. Mitigation measures (Table 4) would be taken to minimize
potential adverse effects.

Conclusion. Short- term, adverse, local, negligible effects to soils in the Mount Pleasant/East
Cooper River area would result from potential ground disturbance activities proposed under
Alternative B. Soils in this urbanized area have likely been previously disturbed, and impacts
would be mitigated through the use of best management practices. The amount of soil
disturbance would be addressed in a future, site- specific environmental assessment.

Alternative B would not produce major adverse effects on soils whose conservation is (1)
necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation of the park, (2) key
to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3)
identified as a goal in National Park Service planning documents. Consequently, there would be
no impairment of soils as a result of the implementation of Alternative B.

VEGETATION, WILDLIFE AND AQUATIC RESOURCES
Affected Environment

Vegetation within the Liberty Square site consists primarily of warm- season grasses that are
regularly mowed (NPS 1998). The area is highly urbanized and disturbed and provides wildlife
habitat of limited value.

The Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area is comprised of uplands, open water, emergent
herbaceous wetlands, and estuarine marsh. Land cover within the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper
River area includes forested uplands, urban areas, forested wetlands, and disturbed scrub/shrub
habitat types. The forested community consists of a mix of maritime and marl forests (SCDHEC
2000). The marl forest supports a canopy cover consisting of loblolly, slash, and short- and
long- leaf pines, oak/hickory hardwoods, and disturbed scrub/shrub. Maritime species of note
are live oak (Quercus virginiana), southern red cedar (Juniperus silicicola), tough bumelia
(bumelia tenax) and cabbage palm (Sabal palmetto). The disturbed scrub/shrub habitat is the
most prevalent wooded habitat fringing the Charleston Harbor. The shoreline along the Mount
Pleasant/East Cooper River area consists of extensive marsh vegetation due to the gently sloping
coastal plain and the tidal range (SCDHEC 2000).

The Charleston Harbor estuary and Lower Cooper River do not support extensive subtidal
seagrass beds or benthic algae communities. This is likely due to the low transparency of the
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estuarine waters combined with lack of suitable substrate as a result of regular dredging in some
areas. A few species of coastal/estuarine algae (Polyphyra sp. and Ulva sp.) are found in the
intertidal areas of the Lower Cooper River basin (SCDHEC 2000).

Common benthic invertebrate species inhabiting the Charleston Harbor estuary include
mollusks, polychaetes, oligochaetes, nematodes, and amphipods. Within the harbor basin,
several sites show evidence of reduced benthic diversity, low faunal abundance, or small- scale
differences in community composition. This is likely a result of the dredging activities or the
presence of industrial and sewage outfalls. Among the three river systems, average diversity
values are lower in the Cooper River than in the Ashley and Wando rivers. The lower benthic
diversity in the Cooper River may reflect adverse effects from the greater number of industrial
and port facilities in this system and the frequent dredging as compared to the other two river
systems (SCDHEC 2000).

In general, the Charleston Harbor area provides a wide variety of wildlife habitat and is
designated as a state sanctuary for several species of ecological, commercial, and recreational
significance (NPS 1997). The Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area supports a diverse array of
flora and fauna, including more than 8o species of plants, over 250 species of birds, 67 species of
mammals, over 570 species of invertebrates and fish, and at least 580 species of plankton
(SCDHEC 2000).

A number of birds and other terrestrial animals are common to the Charleston Harbor area. The
abundance of birds is due to the location on the Atlantic Flyway and the presence of extensive
tidal flats and wetlands. Historically, the Charleston Harbor estuary has supported a high
density of waterbird nesting areas. Although the estuary still supports waterbird foraging and
nesting populations, recent surveys suggest that population size has been reduced from historic
levels. Animals common to the Charleston Harbor and Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area
include frogs, toads, turtles, snakes, and rodents. Diamondback terrapins (Malaclemys terrapin)
are widely found in the marshes and tidal creeks of the Charleston Harbor estuary (SCDHEC
2000).

Appendix B contains a list of notable aquatic species in the Charleston Harbor estuary. The
shallow marsh habitats of the harbor and Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area provide
habitats for adult and juvenile fish and crustaceans. The marshes provide abundant food
resources and a diversity of habitat. Many species of note are either commercially or
recreationally valuable. The Charleston Harbor estuary contributes a significant portion of the
state's shrimp and crab landings. Spot (Leiostomus xanthurus), Atlantic croaker (Micropogon
undulates), red drum (Sciaenops ocellatus), spotted seatrout (Cynoscion nebulosus), and flounder
(Paralichthys sp.) inhabit the estuary and are recreationally important. The estuary also supports
numerous ecologically important species such as bay anchovy (Anchoa mitchilli) and grass
shrimps (Palaemontes pugio), which serve as food for economically and recreationally important
species (SCDHEC 2000).

Essential fish habitat as defined by the National Marine Fisheries Service may occur in the

vicinity of Liberty Square and the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area of the Charleston
Harbor. Essential fish habitat is defined as "...those waters and substrate necessary to fish for
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spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to maturity" (NMFS 2001). Coordination with the
National Marine Fisheries Service is on- going concerning essential fish habitat and this project.

Impacts of Alternative A: No Action / Continue Current Management

Under Alternative A, no additional facilities would be constructed at Liberty Square. Upland
habitats on or in the vicinity of Liberty Square would therefore not be affected by construction
under Alternative A. Continued management of Fort Sumter National Monument would be in
accordance with all National Park Service policies and the protection of vegetation, wildlife and
aquatic resources would continue to occur, providing a long- term, beneficial effect.

Cumulative effects. Under Alternative A, no construction activities would be conducted at
Liberty Square. Consequently, there would no cumulative adverse impacts on any type on
vegetation, wildlife, or aquatic resources resulting from construction.

Periodic dredging of Charleston Harbor by the US Army Corps of Engineers would continue to
be conducted regardless of the National Park Service.

Conclusion. Alternative A would involve no construction activities, and therefore would not
have any adverse direct impacts on vegetation, wildlife and aquatic resources. During continued
operation of the Liberty Square facility, no maintenance dredging would be conducted by the
National Park Service. Occasional maintenance dredging by the US Army Corps of Engineers in
the vicinity of the docks would, result in negligible, direct, long- term adverse impacts on aquatic
life in the area.

Alternative A would not produce major adverse effects on vegetation, wildlife, or aquatic
resources whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the
establishing legislation of the park, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or
opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3) identified as a goal in National Park Service
planning documents. Consequently, there would be no impairment of vegetation, wildlife, or
aquatic resources as a result of the implementation of Alternative A.

Impacts of Alternative B: The Preferred Alternative

Any construction, if required, of a proposed secondary ferry departure point could potentially
impact plant and animal species at a site in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area. Should
construction activities occur, the potential effects of the proposed project could include effects
on wildlife resulting from ground disturbance, noise, and movement of workers, equipment,
and materials, and/or direct elimination of habitat as a result of parking lot, access road, dock, or
other facility construction.

Potential construction disturbances to vegetation and terrestrial wildlife would be temporary,
and would not affect the species’ ability to undertake foraging, resting, and breeding activities,
and upon completion of the construction, the community would recover. To reduce potential
effects on wildlife, construction activities occurring near sensitive habitats would be scheduled
to minimize potential effects during periods of breeding, nesting and rearing of young.
Construction would occur only during daylight hours to reduce effects on nocturnal foraging or
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resting periods. Direct effects to wildlife habitat would be avoided where possible by conducting
surveys of proposed ferry departure point facility support features and avoiding natural
resources as appropriate. The disturbed scrub/shrub habitat, the most prevalent wooded habitat
fringing the Charleston Harbor, provides relatively low value habitat for birds and other
terrestrial wildlife (Post, n.d.). Therefore, there would be short- and long- term, local, negligible
adverse effects on vegetation and terrestrial wildlife species associated with scrub/shrub
habitats.

Under Alternative B (Preferred Alternative), initial and periodic maintenance dredging may be
required at a location in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area to a depth of up to 15 feet
mean low water. Aquatic wildlife in the Mount Pleasant/East Cooper River area could be
affected as a result of the dredging. There would be direct effects on benthic invertebrate
populations, as well as indirect effects on fisheries and other aquatic species resulting from lack
of food source and increased turbidity. Because the lower Cooper River basin currently
experiences reduced benthic diversity and low faunal abundance, this would constitute
negligible to minor, short- and long- term, adverse, localized effects. The effects could be
mitigated by dredging in mid- winter to avoid spawning and migration seasons.

In addition, coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service concerning potential
effects to essential fish habitat is on- going. A site- specific environmental assessment will be
prepared once a secondary departure site has been determined, and additional coordinatio